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ABSTRACT 
The increasing influence of stakeholders on decisions and management of organisations is well 
documented (Scholes & Clutterbuck, 1998; Bronn & Bronn, 2003; Gable & Shireman, 2005; 
McVea & Freeman, 2005). Engagement with stakeholders can sometimes result in conflict and 
misunderstandings between the organisation and some stakeholder groups; it is in these 
encounters that negotiation and listening skills are most critical (Gable & Shireman, 2005).  
The purpose of this study was to examine the listening competency of two organisations during 
organisation-stakeholder engagement events with their respective stakeholders. The study was 
positioned as a multi-disciplinary qualitative research project, providing a critical-constructive 
examination of organisation-stakeholder listening competency. The participation of two 
organisations, involving six case studies within metropolitan and regional Australian contexts, 
provided opportunity to conduct a multiple-case study. Within-case and cross-case synthesis were 
selected as suitable analytic techniques for this study (Yin, 2009). The following cross-case 
syntheses were conducted: 
• intra-organisation comparison (data from three cases within each organisation 
collated and compared ); 
• inter-organisation comparison (organisation A compared to organisation B );  
• cross-cohort comparison (stakeholder results compared with manager results). 
Data analysis involved three stages. Data from each case was examined within the framework of 
constructs from listening competency literature and re-examined within the framework of 
constructs from participatory communication literature. Within each case, listening competency 
results were compared with participatory communication results.  
Service quality literature provided a descriptive framework to consider possible causes of gaps 
between stakeholder expectations and perceptions of organisation listening competency.  
Findings indicate this research makes significant contributions to organisation-stakeholder 
communication literature.  Results confirmed stakeholder expectations of ‘effective organisation 
listening’ correspond with Wolvin & Coakley’s (1994) and Cooper’s (1997) description of 
competent listening An important contribution of this research is development of a taxonomy of 
qualities associated with a competent listening organisation (QCL taxonomy). The QCL 
taxonomy, presented as an outcome of this research, extends understanding of organisational 
listening competency (Appendix 4.1.).  
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Results confirmed Jacobson’s (2007b) model of participatory communication as a method to 
evaluate competent organisational listening. Results revealed synergies between conditions 
stakeholders used as a basis for assessing an organisation’s listening competency and the 
categories of validity claims and speech conditions used as a basis for assessing participatory 
communication (Jacobson, 2007a, 2007b). Findings supported Jacobson’s (2007b) assertion that 
“if citizens are allowed to challenge … validity claims, and if speech conditions are fully met in 
resulting debates, then citizens are more likely to feel they have been heard” (p.14). 
An exciting contribution to participatory communication and listening competency literature was 
the discovery that Jacobson’s (2007b) model, comprising an extension of Habermas’s theory of 
Communicative Action, provides a framework to gain insights into communication strategies and 
organisation procedures perceived by stakeholders to enhance or impede genuine organisation-
stakeholder dialogue.  
Findings indicate this study has implications for the practice of organisation-stakeholder 
communication and management communication training.  
Application of Zeithaml et al’s (1990) service quality model assessed the gap between stakeholder 
expectations and perceptions of an organisation’s current listening competency and provided 
insight into communication practices that would improve the quality of organisational listening 
offered to stakeholders.  
An important contribution from this research is a questionnaire developed as a result of findings 
from the study. The Burnside Organisational Listening Competency Questionnaire combines 
concepts from listening competency, participatory communication and service quality to assess 
the listening competency of an organisation involved in stakeholder engagement (Appendix 8.1).  
The study identified six factors that stakeholders believed enhance or impede competent 
organisational listening:  
• appropriate organisation behaviour 
• knowledge  
• sincerity 
• comprehension 
• corporate culture  
• speech conditions 
 
A significant outcome from this study is an understanding of specific communication skills, 
associated with each factor, required by managers involved in building and maintaining positive 
organisation-stakeholder relationships. 
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION 
1.1. The rise of stakeholders 
The increasing influence of stakeholders on the decisions and management of organisations is 
well documented (Bronn & Bronn, 2003; Gable & Shireman, 2005; McVea & Freeman, 2005; 
Scholes & Clutterbuck, 1998). The traditional view of the corporation as an entity expected to 
conform to existing laws and operate efficiently to maximise results for their shareholders, is 
replaced with a view of the corporation as a citizen, recognising the mutuality of interests and 
practices between society and business, between community members and stakeholders of the 
organisation. Harris (2002) argues that three forces are impacting on the dynamic nature of 
organisations – the digital age, speed of change, (incorporating downsizing, mergers and 
globalization) and diversity and that the impact of the three forces have increased the importance 
of effective organisational communication. Organisations have learned that collaborative relations 
with suppliers, employees, customers, government and stockholders can improve quality and 
financial performance considerably (Halal, 2001). 
Freeman’s (1984) definition of stakeholder “any group or individual who can affect or is affected 
by the achievement of the firm’s objectives” (p.25), remains the universally accepted 
conceptualisation of what constitutes a ‘stake’. According to the stakeholder perspective, 
organisations are required to address a set of stakeholder expectations. Organisations have 
adopted a range of different approaches to stakeholder engagement as they attempt to balance 
the interests of stakeholders with the needs and expectations of the organisation. 
1.2. Rationale for the study 
A number of frames and models have been proposed to assist organisations manage their 
interactions with stakeholders (Frooman, 1999; Crane and Livesey, 2003; Hill and Jones, 1992). 
More complex conceptualisations have emerged, to address our understanding of the dynamics 
involved in stakeholder interdependence (Crane 1998; Foster and Jonker, 2005; Rowley, 1997). In 
Crane’s differentiated network model, stakeholder relationships are understood as a complex 
interplay of relationships between and within diverse organisations. A number of scholars have 
suggested the essential component of stakeholder relationships is communication; however 
stakeholder research has concentrated primarily on the identification and classification of an 
organisation’s stakeholders (Bronn & Bronn, 2003; Clark, 2000; Foster & Jonker, 2005; 
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Hummels, 1998; Lewis et al, 2003). This study aimed to address a gap in stakeholder research by 
examining the methods and process involved in genuine stakeholder communication.  
A high degree of understanding of the relevant stakeholder’s positions is essential in addressing 
the challenges of businesses operating within a complex societal network. Organisation 
communication scholars suggest a greater understanding of the kinds of communicative 
relationships stakeholders expect from corporations is required (Christensen, 2002; Rowley, 
1997). Cornelissen (2000) concurs, recommending corporate communicators gain more 
understanding of the dynamics of stakeholder involvement and communication behaviour 
involved in dialogue between organisations and their stakeholders. Although the aim of corporate 
communication is to bring together all communication activities that involve an organization in 
order to project one coherent image of the organization and what it stands for, many 
organisations have reduced the term ‘communication’ to ‘provision of information’. Christensen 
(2002) warns that providing copious amounts of data to stakeholders reduces the meaning of 
communication to the simplistic linear model of transfer from sender to receiver. To date, 
corporate communication research has been biased toward an organisational perspective, rather 
than the receiver perspective. The current study aimed to address this gap in corporate 
communication literature by examining organisation-stakeholder communicative relationships 
from the perspective of stakeholders. 
Cheney and Christensen (2001) suggest the best possible solution for the management of 
complex issues confronting contemporary society, is genuine, two-way dialogue between parties. 
The essence of stakeholder dialogue is described by Johnson-Cramer et al (2003) as the co-
creation of shared understanding by company and stakeholder, involving interactive behaviours 
including active listening and constructive exchanges that acknowledge one another’s position.  
Deetz (2001) concurs, noting a growing shift in the conception of organisations from an ‘owner 
manager’ model to a ‘stakeholder’ model of organisations. Deetz’s description of a stakeholder 
model includes Freeman’s (1984) definition of a stakeholder as all those affected by the activities 
of the organisation, but also includes recognition that the organisation may have a diverse group 
of owners, and therefore widespread participation is required. Deetz (2001) contends that, 
although many organisations have implemented opportunities for increased representation by 
stakeholders, the emphasis has been to increase stakeholder loyalty and decrease dissent, rather 
than provide forums for genuine dialogue that involves two-way symmetrical communication 
between organisation members and their stakeholders. Effective stakeholder dialogue is a critical 
element of good corporate citizenship that can underpin a powerful change process that benefits 
all, but it must involve a tangible sharing of power (Bendell, 2000). Deetz (2001) argues that good 
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communication focuses on negotiation and participation, to engage participants so that more 
positions are represented.  
Collaborative decision-making requires new conceptions of communication and decision-making 
for organisations, including methods for negotiation between an organisation and its 
stakeholders. Both organisational and participatory communication literature acknowledge more 
work is required to develop methods of evaluating effective two-way, participatory 
communication. Participatory research emerged from work with oppressed groups in developing 
countries and is heavily influenced by the work of Paulo Friere (Friere, 1970 as cited in Flicker, 
2005). Friere’s focus was emancipation, with an emphasis on listening, critical dialogue and 
action, within the context of education (Flicker, 2005). Jacobson & Storey (2004) notes 
similarities between the work of Friere and Habermas (1993 as cited in Jacobson, 2004), as both 
were concerned with emancipation based on participant empowerment; however the focus of 
Habermas work is emancipation not within the context of education, but within the broader 
context of a critical theory of society (Jacobson & Storey, 2004, p.107). Jacobson & Storey (2004) 
believes Habermas’s theory of communicative action offers an analysis of participatory 
communication “more complete than any other approach to participation” (p.106).  
Jacobson (2007b) proposes the terms ‘participatory communication’ and ‘listening’ are 
interchangeable “if citizens are allowed to challenge ....validity claims, and if speech conditions are 
fully met in resulting debates, then citizens are more likely to feel they have been heard” (p. 14). 
In this study, Habermas’s conceptual framework of validity claims, reciprocal expectations and 
symmetrical opportunities to contribute during discussions, offered an analytical perspective for 
the examination of stakeholder participation within the context of organisation-stakeholder 
engagement events. The current study aimed to yield valuable insights into the micro-
communication practices that enhanced, or detracted from, effective listening between an 
organisation and its stakeholders.  
In response to the challenge of fostering participative communication with vital stakeholders, 
whilst maintaining financial competitive advantage, emphasis is now placed on increasing the 
ability of organisations to respond to ‘incoming messages’, including listening to stakeholders. 
Coakley et al (1996) note that most researchers concerned with measuring listening competence 
have concentrated on the assessment of only one dimension–listening skills. Listening scholars 
identify a lack of research that focuses on receiver-centred evaluation of competent listening in 
‘real life’ situations, outside the classroom or laboratory (Cooper, 1997; Janusik, 2004; McKenzie 
& Clark, 1995; Purdy, 2004; Wolvin, 1994). Janusik (2004) notes little research exists on the 
interpersonal communication skills used in conversational listening. There has been little research 
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conducted to help individuals understand what is required of them in their role as a competent 
listener.  
The current study compared stakeholder expectations and perceptions of competent listening 
practiced by organisational managers, with manager self perceptions of their listening 
competency, during a series of organisation-stakeholder engagement events. Wolvin & Coakley 
(1994) argue that a model of listening competency should incorporate affective, cognitive and 
behavioural (verbal, nonverbal, interactive) dimensions. For the purposes of this study, listening 
competency was defined as the presence of cognitive, affective and behavioural attributes that 
contribute to ‘accuracy’, the perception that the listener has accurately received and understood 
the message sent, and ‘effectiveness’, where the listener demonstrates supportive behaviour to 
enhance the relationship between speaker and listener. Coakley et al’s (1996) study developed an 
inductively derived ‘Qualities associated with an Effective Listener’ taxonomy that provided a 
preliminary base for the current study’s research into the affective, cognitive and behavioural 
dimensions of competent organisation listening. In addition, SERVQUAL, a model designed to 
measure service quality by discovering gaps between expectations and perceptions, informed 
conceptual development of this study. 
1.3. Significance of the study 
The current multi-disciplinary, qualitative study provided a critical-constructive examination of 
organisation–stakeholder listening competency. The study has theoretical and practical 
significance for academics and communication professionals.  
1.3.1. Theoretical significance 
This study contributes to literature that explores the impact of organisational culture and power 
on perceptions of competent organisation listening, literature that explores public relations role in 
developing and maintaining relationships with stakeholders, and the literature that describes 
processes and procedures involved in organisation-stakeholder engagement, dialogue and 
listening. In addition, the research project addressed an apparent gap in existing literature 
describing specific communication strategies considered, by both stakeholders and the 
organisation, to facilitate competent listening between an organisation and its stakeholders.  
The current study’s combined constructs from listening competency literature with concepts 
from participatory communication research to present a unique approach to the study of 
organisational listening. Results from the study have contributed important findings to the study 
of organisational communication, public relations, stakeholder and participatory communication 
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research. The combination of listening competency and participatory communication research 
has extended our understanding of qualities associated with a competent listening organisation, 
and conversely, qualities associated with an organisation that is not considered to listen 
competently, from the perspectives of stakeholders. In addition, the current study provided an 
opportunity to explore whether organisations had an accurate understanding of stakeholder 
expectations of ‘listening organisations’.  
1.3.2. Practical significance 
The study is significant because of its many practical applications. Steyn (2003) describes 
corporate communication as a function that provides the link between strategic issues facing the 
organisation and communication plans. Argenti (1998) describes a coherent organisational 
communication strategy as comprising three components. The first component is to develop an 
effective organisational strategy with clear objectives. The second component is to decide what 
resources are available to achieve the objectives and thirdly to diagnose the level of the 
organisation’s credibility with its internal and external stakeholders. Scholars suggest researchers 
have largely ignored the creation of structure and procedures that focus on stakeholder 
relationships and that little research has been  undertaken to investigate how to combine 
communications with strategy “to integrate communication with the strategy development and 
implementation work” within organisations (Bronn & Bronn, 2003, p.302; Scholes and 
Clutterbuck,1998).  
The current study aimed to address this gap in research and bring clarity to organisations 
struggling to ensure that the policies, protocols and processes used for organisation-stakeholder 
engagement enhance, rather than inhibit, competent listening between an organisation and its 
stakeholders. The aim of the study was to provide valuable additions to the practice of corporate 
communication and to provide a deeper understanding of specific training requirements for 
managers involved in organisation-stakeholder engagement.  
The participation of two organisations, involving six case studies within metropolitan and 
regional Australian contexts, provided opportunity to conduct a multiple-case study. An 
exploratory study using qualitative research methods, including semi-structured interviews, 
seemed most appropriate to answer the following research questions: 
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1.4. Research Questions 
RQ.1. Does the organisation have an accurate understanding of what stakeholders expect from an ‘effective 
listening organisation’?  
RQ.2. How do stakeholders assess organisational listening competency? 
RQ3. Is there any discrepancy between stakeholder expectations and their actual perceptions of the organisation’s 
listening competency? 
RQ.4. What factors enhance or impede competent listening between an organisation and its stakeholders? 
RQ.5. What can be learned from the experiences of stakeholders and managers in this study that informs theory 
and practice within the specialised form of organisational communication, organisation-stakeholder 
engagement? 
1.5. Synopsis of organisation A and organisation B 
During the study, the two organisations who agreed to participate in the study are referred to as 
“organisation A” and “organisation B”. Background information concerning organisation A and 
organisation B follows.  
1.5.1. Organisation A 
Organisation A is a leading Australian-based, publicly-owned company with global operations in 
50 countries. The multi-billion dollar company is currently ranked as one of the top 40 
companies listed on the Australian Stock Exchange based on market capitalisation. The company 
employs 15,000 people located across six continents. Businesses operated by the company 
include manufacturing of explosives and chemicals.  
Community consultation is part of legal requirements under the major hazards facilities 
regulations that stipulate organisations communicate not only internally but also externally as well 
as a requirement in maintaining their major hazards facilities licence. In Australia, community 
engagement and the approach adopted is dependent upon the consultation policy of individual 
companies within the Mining and Chemical Industries. Organisation A is a signatory to the 
Australian Chemical Industry Council’s “Responsible Care "Community Right to Know" Code of 
Practice. Individual Site Managers are responsible for the establishment and management of their 
respective community consultation committees. 
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Major sites owned by Organisation A are expected to communicate their safety, health and 
environmental performance to their neighbours on a regular basis. Each site implements a 
Community Relations Programme to establish and maintain channels of communication with the 
community; and coordinate responses to requests for information from the community. 
In 2003, as a result of intense negative publicity regarding the organisation at one Australian site, 
the organisation engaged a public relations professional with expertise in stakeholder 
management, to assist in community relations management.  
1.5.2. Organisation B 
Organisation B is a publicly-listed Australian telecommunications and information services 
company. The organisation operates in all telecommunications markets throughout Australia, and 
has international businesses in the Asia Pacific region with a staff of approximately 50,000 (2006). 
The Telecommunications Act 1997 establishes a framework for telecommunications regulation 
that promotes industry self-regulation. The Act, administered by the Australian Communications 
and Media Authority (ACMA), provides for the development of industry codes. 
Company B’s consultative process with representatives of residential consumers has been in 
existence since 1988. It began through discussions between the organisation and the Consumers’ 
Federation of Australia. Initially, one national consumer council and eight regional councils were 
established (one in each Australian State and Territory). The councils met four times a year. This 
was subsequently reduced to meetings three times per year. In 2000 organisation B reduced its 
consumer consultative process to one national council and transferred responsibility for regional 
customers to a new business unit within the organisation. One manager coordinates the national 
council process. 
Organisation B’s consultative committee primarily involves representatives selected by consumer 
organisations on the basis of their ability to pro-actively represent consumer sectors. 
Contributions may also be made by subject specialists with the confidence of committee 
representatives. The Committee is convened by joint consumer and organisation Co-chairs.  
An executive committee, comprising three consumer representatives and organisation 
representatives, provides overall management of the process. The process is resourced by an 
independent and dedicated Consumer Co-chair and Consumer Secretariat. Organisation B 
provides financial support to community representatives attending the committee meetings 
eligible for such support. This support is in the form of reasonable travel, accommodation and 
related expenses.  
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Consumer members are elected to the committee for a term of four years. One quarter of the 
positions on the committee become vacant at the end of each calendar year on a rotating basis. 
Organisation B may nominate up to six staff as members of the committee. The Community 
Relations Manager coordinates the logistics involved in setting up and coordinating members’ 
attendance and accommodation during committee meetings. The committee meets three times a 
year, in either Melbourne, Victoria, or Sydney, New South Wales.  
1.6. Summary 
This Chapter has introduced the topics of stakeholders, organisational communication, 
participatory communication, listening and service quality within the context of organisation-
stakeholder communication, and provided a rationale for the current study. The research 
questions developed for the study were presented, followed by a synopsis of the two 
organisations participating in the study. Chapter two describes the theoretical approaches 
adopted and presents the study’s research questions. Chapter three explains the methodology 
used to collect and analyse the data, and provides a detailed context for the study and concludes 
with an exploration of the strengths and limitations of the methodological approach taken. 
Chapters four, five, six and seven report the results from the study. Chapter eight answers the 
research questions and discusses the implications of this research. Chapter nine describes the 
study’s contributions to the theory and practice of organisation-stakeholder communication and 
recommendations for future research directions. The Chapter concludes with reflections on the 
academic and personal development experienced by the researcher during the five year study.  
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CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW 
This study explored the listening competency of two organisations during organisation-
stakeholder engagement events with their respective stakeholders. The study investigated what 
was meant when an organisation was described as an organisation that listened to its 
stakeholders. What did it mean when an organisation was described as not listening to its 
stakeholders? What did stakeholders expect from an organisation that listened effectively to their 
concerns? What can be learned that would inform both theory and practice? 
The conceptual framework for the study was built from the scholarly literature of organisational 
communication, public relations, stakeholder engagement, listening, service quality and 
participatory communication.  
The first section of this chapter builds a theoretical framework for understanding the 
expectations and perceptions that stakeholders and organisation members described during their 
interviews for this study. Organisational communication concepts considered integral to this 
study are introduced. This discussion leads to a definition of public relations and identification of 
its functional role, relevant to this study, in managing relationships between an organisation and 
its stakeholders. The first section concludes with a definition of stakeholders and concepts 
pertaining to organisation-stakeholder communication.  
2.1. Organisational communication 
This section commences with a definition of organisational communication and a description of 
systems theory. The relationship between organisational communication, public relations, and 
stakeholder engagement is explained.  
2.1.1. Definition 
The study of organisational communication is a combination of two concepts that require 
definition, ‘organisation’ and ‘communication’. Scholars have historically had difficulty 
establishing one definition for organisational communication. Miller (2006) contends that most 
scholars agree an ‘organisation’, involves a social collectivity or group of people in which 
“activities are coordinated in order to achieve individual and collective goals” (p.1). 
Communication is defined by Conrad and Poole (2005) as “a process through which people, 
acting together, create, sustain and manage meanings through the use of verbal and nonverbal 
signs and symbols within a particular context” (p. 4). Conrad and Poole (2005) contend 
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organisational communication is a complex, multi-dimensional process through which organising 
takes place. 
Organisational communication scholars have traditionally concentrated on acts of 
communication within clearly defined organisational borders, and have regarded external 
communication as outside their area of expertise or field of study (Cheney & Christensen, 2001; 
Conrad & Poole, 2005). Scholars suggest that a clear distinction between internal and external 
communication is no longer possible; that the internal and external communication of an 
organisation are no longer separate fields of practice, but have become increasingly integrated as 
organisations endeavour to sustain credibility and consistency of image to their many audiences, 
both inside and outside the organisation (Cheney & Christensen, 2001; Conrad & Poole, 2005). 
For this thesis, the definition of organisational communication put forth by Cheney & 
Christensen (2001), was adopted “organisational communication is a set of processes through 
which organisations create, negotiate, and manage meanings” ( p 234.). In addition, the statement 
by Harris (2002) that “organisational communication can be developed if it is understood that 
communication is a process and organisations are viewed as systems of behaviour” (p. 16), was 
accepted. A combination of these two perspectives reflects key concepts under consideration in 
this study. Harris (2002) statement is grounded in the language of systems theory, with an 
emphasis on organisational-environment interdependence, whilst Cheney & Christensen’s (2001) 
definition anchors this study in concern with processes developed by the organisation for 
communication with its stakeholders, with a focus on negotiation as an appropriate 
communication strategy.  
A brief summary of the development of organisational management theory follows, with a 
discussion of the type of organisational communication advocated by each theoretical approach. 
Analysis of the data gathered during this research project necessitated some understanding of 
management styles and hence the organisational communication approaches adopted by 
participants in each case. 
2.1.2. Development of theory 
Classical management theories 
A number of theories developed to promote ideas that could lead to the efficient organisation 
and management of work, gained prominence during the mid–20th century. Fayol’s Theory of 
Classical Management, Max Weber’s Theory of Beaurocracy and Frederick Taylor’s Theory of 
Scientific Management are considered most significant of the classical theorists (Conrad & Poole, 
2005; Griffin & Pustay, 1999; Miller, 2006). The three theories, espoused during the industrial 
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revolution, conceptualised organisational functioning as mechanistic; replacing inefficient 
organisational practices with systematically designed, objective and fair systems of management 
and supervision (Conrad & Poole, 2005; Griffin & Pustay, 1999; Miller, 2006). Classical theorists’ 
main orientation was to make humans fit the requirements of mechanical organisations. Morgan 
(2006) describes the basic assumption of classical theorists “if you get the engineering right, the 
human factor will fall into place” (p.22). Organisations using classical strategies of organising 
depend upon information flowing freely through the chain of command. Communication is 
characterised by centralisation of power and decision making (Conrad & Poole, 2005; Griffin & 
Pustay, 1999).  
Behavioural management theories 
Most scholars trace the introduction of the human relations approach in organisational practice 
to the mid–20th century (Crowther and Green, 2008; Miller, 2006; Morgan, 2006). In the early 
1900s Mary Parker Follett proposed the power of groups and participation in formal 
organisations. Other major theories developed during this period include Maslow’s Hierarchy of 
Needs Theory of motivation that can be applied to the organisational setting, Herzberg’s 
Motivation-Hygiene theory with an emphasis on job design to enhance employee’s job 
satisfaction and McGregor’s Theory X and Theory Y approach. The human relations approach 
emphasised more informal communication channels with both vertical and horizontal 
communication encouraged (Crowther and Green, 2008; Morgan, 2006).  
The human resource management approach moved away from a strict concentration of 
satisfaction of employee needs. Blake and Mouton, leading human resources theorists, introduced 
the concept that effective leaders are those that exhibit concern for people and concern for 
production, combining the interests of classical and human relations movements (Miller, 2006). 
William Ouchi proposed Theory Z, with an emphasis on developing and nurturing human 
resources within an organisation. Collective decision making, incorporating the ideas of 
employees, is recommended in this approach, based on the principles of management 
represented in Japanese organisations (Miller, 2006). Communication is critical in the behavioural 
paradigm, as input from employees, valuing the knowledge and skills of workers, and 
empowering them to act effectively is vital to the human resources approach. Communication in 
this organisational approach will include downward, upward, horizontal and diagonal using a 
variety of individual, relational, task-related or environmental communication channels, as 
appropriate to the task at hand (Eisenberg & Witten, as cited in Miller, 2006). 
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Systems paradigm 
Many metaphorical models have been developed to explain organisations. Systems theory is used 
to describe organisations as dynamic, living systems, whose goal is to achieve a moving 
equilibrium and build mutually beneficial relationships. This line of reasoning has been followed 
by organisational communication, public relations, stakeholder and listening scholars. For this 
reason, systems theory has been selected to frame this study of organisational-stakeholder 
communication. A summary of systems theory follows. 
Miller (2006) contends that during the 1960s and 1970s scholars concentrated on the systems 
metaphor as a way of understanding the processes of organisational behaviour and 
communication. Two seminal books, The Social Psychology of Organizations (Katz and Kahn, 1966) 
and Thompson’s (1967) Organizations in Action, introduced the study of systems (originally a 
theory in the biology and engineering fields) to the field of organisations.   
Katz and Kahn (1978) argued that organisations should be conceptualised as open systems 
requiring interaction amongst component parts and interaction with their environment in order 
to survive. Miller (2006) notes that an extensive amount of literature linking systems theory to 
organisational communication and behaviour has been published by scholars, however three 
main concepts emerge as central themes: an emphasis on the environment; the perspective that 
an organisation is defined as a series of subsystems; and that differentiation and alignment are 
necessary to ensure mutual adaptation between the organisation and its internal and external 
environment.   
The first focus of the open systems theory approach looks at the organisation as a unified, yet 
interconnected entity that interacts with its external environment. This emphasis on environment 
stresses the importance of ‘boundary spanning’, the importance of being able to bridge and 
manage critical boundaries and areas of interdependence, and of being able to develop 
appropriate operational and strategic responses (Morgan, 2006). To survive, organisations must 
have mechanisms to interpret events and information. Interpretation is the process through 
which information is given meaning and actions are chosen “the process of interpretation may be 
one of the most important functions organisations perform” (Daft & Weick, 1984, p. 293).  
The second focus of open-systems theory defines an organisation in terms of interrelated 
subsystems. Conrad & Poole (2005) describe a system as comprising a series of components and 
the relationships that exist amongst them. The authors describe the organisation as a system 
including individuals, individual departments or business units, or even entire organisations, and 
the type of relationships that hold the system together depend on the nature of the components. 
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Individuals within an organisation may have relationships based on authority, communication, 
work roles and interpersonal relationships. The set of relationships forms a whole system, and 
the processes that affect the organisation and its members are a system of interacting factors that 
influence the organisation and its ability to attain its goals. Harris (2002) states that every system 
is embedded in a group of larger systems (supra-systems), and that every system is made up of a 
number of smaller, interdependent systems (sub-systems). Information enters a system through 
one or more of its subsystems, and as it moves through the system it becomes output that is 
interpreted, acted upon and communicated to other systems and sub-systems. Tompkins (as cited 
in Tompkins & Wanca-Thibault, 2001) concurs with this view in her assertion that organisations 
can be viewed as systems of interacting individuals who use communication to create and 
recreate their unique social order.  
The third concept of the open systems approach states that differentiation and alignment are 
necessary to ensure mutual adaptation between the organisation and its internal and external 
environment. Organisations must adapt to their environment if they are to survive.  Senge (1990) 
uses systems thinking to describe the way organisations that operate within an open system are 
constantly learning and adapting to a dynamic, changing environment. Senge (2006) argues that 
effective communication processes underpin high organisational performance and effective 
management operations. Open systems expose themselves to their environments, and thus are 
open to many unanticipated events. Opening up organisational systems to learning is critical to 
their growth and survival.   
Harris (2002) argues that three forces constantly impact on the dynamic nature of organisations: 
the digital age, speed of change incorporating downsizing, mergers and globalisation, and 
diversity. Communication is one of the primary activities occurring in the work environment, and 
the impact of the three forces identified by Harris has increased the importance of effective 
organisational communication. Communication is the chief vehicle for exercising control over 
our environment (Harris, 2002). Weick (as cited in Harris, 2002) concurs with this view, stating 
that organisations attempt to reduce uncertainty through communication processes such as sense 
making and meaning.  
2.1.3. Corporate communication and relationship management 
Many scholars agree that corporate communication is an umbrella for a variety of communication 
sub-disciplines that vary from organisation to organisation (Argenti, 1998; Christensen, 2002; 
Goodman, 2000; Shelby, 1993). Although not a definitive list, the corporate communications 
function may include all or a variety of the following subsets: public relations, public affairs, 
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employer, customer communication, stakeholder communication, issues management, 
communication policy and strategy development. Steyn (2003, p.180) suggests the terms 
‘corporate communication’ and ‘public relations’ are interchangeable, that both terms can be 
defined as “building and maintaining relationships with stakeholders/publics”  
Corporate communication scholars are in agreement that corporate communication is the 
creation and maintenance of strong internal and external relationships to assist the organisation 
achieve mutual understanding and cooperation with strategic stakeholders (Argenti, 1998; 
Goodman, 2000; Steyn, 2003; Van Riel, 1995). 
Argenti (1998) describes a coherent corporate communication strategy as comprising three 
components: firstly determining an effective organisational strategy with clear objectives, second 
deciding what resources are available to achieve the objectives and thirdly diagnosing the level of 
the organisation’s credibility with its internal and external stakeholders. Shelby (1993) summarises 
the components of corporate communication as based on both environmental scanning 
(environmental analysis) and issues management, noting that the practice of corporate 
communication includes the use of skills and methods, as well as analysis and synthesis of 
internal and external audiences. Both scholars concur that the maintenance of both internal and 
external relationships is viewed as an important component of corporate communication. Steyn 
(2003) concurs that corporate communication strategy assists organisations adapt to their 
environment by identifying and managing stakeholders and issues and “building relationships 
through communication with those on whom the organisation depends to meet its economic and 
socio-political goals” (p178). Steyn (2003) suggests corporate communication strategy should be 
seen as proactive, using environmental scanning to adapt the organisation to changes in 
stakeholder expectations and opinions.  
Christensen (2002) states that in the current business environment, internal and external 
stakeholders demand access to corporate information and that organisations should be held 
accountable for their actions. Christensen contends that although the aim of corporate 
communication is to bring together all communication activities that involve an organisation in 
order to project one coherent image of the organisation and what it stands for, many 
organisations have reduced the term ‘communication’ to ‘provision of information’. Christensen 
(2002) warns that providing copious amounts of data to stakeholders reduces the meaning of 
communication to the simplistic linear model of transfer from sender to receiver. Cornelissen 
(2000) agrees with this view, questioning the appropriateness of the traditional model of 
corporate communication practice. This study considered these perspectives of organisational 
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communication when exploring stakeholder perceptions of an organisation’s listening 
competency during organisation–stakeholder communication.  
Literature from both organisational communication and development communication fields suggest a new 
breed of manager is needed, with skills and the ability to consider different points of view, 
problem-solve collaboratively and manage relationships between organisations and their 
stakeholders; (Halal, 1998, 2001; Jacobson, 2007a, 2007b, 2008; Jacobson & Storey, 2004). 
Managing stakeholders involves finding mutually agreed solutions to issues using processes 
designed to listen, inform and manage both agreement and disagreement. Engagement with 
stakeholders can sometimes result in initial conflict and misunderstandings between the 
organisation and some stakeholder groups; it is in these initial encounters that negotiation and 
listening skills are most critical (Gable & Shireman, 2005). This study will explore the methods 
employed by two organisations to listen, inform and manage agreement and disagreement 
between the organisation and its respective stakeholders.  
2.1.4.  Culture 
Redding (as cited in Tompkins & Wanca-Thibault, 2001) provides a summary of the work of 
many researchers and theorists that indicates a strong relationship exists between the ‘climate’ or 
‘culture’ of the organisation and effective communication. Redding identifies supportiveness, 
participative decision-making, trust, confidence, credibility, openness and candour, as well as an 
emphasis on high performance goals, as criteria associated with an ideal management climate for 
effective organisational communication (as cited in Tompkins & Wanca-Thibault, 2001). 
Martin (2002) conceptualises each organisation as an individual site at which cultural forces, in 
the form of practices, assumptions, values and interpretations interact. Morgan (2006) defines 
organisational culture as shared values, shared beliefs, shared meaning, shared understanding and 
shared sense making, found in the social norms and customs of the organisation. According to 
Morgan (2006), corporate culture develops as an ethos created and sustained by social processes, 
images, symbols and ritual. The author views culture as an ongoing, proactive process of reality 
construction “it is an acting, living phenomenon through which people jointly create and recreate 
the worlds in which they live” (p.137). Organisational structure, rules, policies and procedures are 
primary points of reference for the way people think about and make sense of the contexts in 
which they work. However, Morgan (2006) contends the fundamental nature of an organisation 
rests as much in its corporate culture as in the more formal organisation chart and codes of 
procedure. An organisation is a socially constructed reality as much in the minds of its members 
as in tangible structures, rules and relations. When corporate culture is strong, a distinctive ethos 
 
Judy Burnside-Lawry   
Participatory Communication and Listening   16 
pervades the whole organisation, employees exude the characteristics that define the mission, or 
ethos of the whole (Morgan, 2006). 
Deetz (1992) stresses the importance of the relationship between organisational culture and 
communities. Drawing upon the work of Habermas, amongst others, Deetz observed the 
development of corporate control as a result of globalisation (Deetz, 1992; Eisenberg & Riley, 
2001). Deetz (1992) contends hierarchical, de-humanising organisational cultures are a reflection 
of social trends within communities. Eisenberg & Riley (2001) concur, suggesting that, as national 
boundaries and organisations become less differentiated, our focus will be less on ‘organisations’ 
and more about the “organising of communicative relationships and our discursively produced 
environments” (p.316). Corporations have complex cultural issues to contend with if they are to 
develop sustainable business operations within a global environment. Eisenberg & Riley (2001) 
ask the question “what does culture mean in global organisations?” Companies with operations in 
different countries are concerned not only with doing business in communities with different 
cultures, but also with employees and consumers originating in different cultures.  
Eisenberg & Riley (2001) suggest one area of organisational culture for future research is to 
examine the relationship between institutions and local organisations. This research project 
examines the relationship between an organisation and its community-based stakeholders. The 
study investigated whether stakeholders and/or managers perceived organisational culture had 
impacted upon the organisation-stakeholder dynamic during engagement events.  
2.1.5. Power 
Critical researchers within the field of communication view power as a product of communicative 
interactions and relationships (Mumby, 2001). Scholars have studied the ways in which 
organisational discourse can be seen as creating and recreating power structures within the 
workplace (Mumby, 2001). The critical approach to organisational communication considers 
organisations as sites of domination and explores ways in which economic, social and 
communicative relationships produce and maintain organisational power relationships (Miller, 
2006). Critical approaches to organisational communication provide a focus on the power of 
organisations, and draw attention to abuses of power by organisational members (Trujillo & 
Troth, 1987). Some organisational processes will lead to fundamental imbalances of power that 
result in alienation and oppression for some groups. 
Power is defined as an ability to get another person to do something that he or she would not 
otherwise have done (Morgan, 2006). Morgan (2006) describes fourteen potential sources of 
power that shape relationships within the organisational setting (Table 2.1.1). This list includes 
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both formal, overt sources of power as well as less obvious, covert forms of power within an 
organisation. The critical theorist aims to uncover power imbalances and bring them to the 
attention of the oppressed group (Miller, 2006). In the current study, Morgan’s table will be used 
as a reference point to investigate covert and overt sources of power perceived by stakeholders, 
within six organisation-stakeholder engagement events.  
1. Formal authority 
2. Control of scarce resources 
3. Use of organisational structure, rules and regulations 
4. Control of decision processes 
5. Control of knowledge and information 
6. Control of boundaries 
7. Ability to cope with uncertainty 
8. Control of technology 
9. Interpersonal alliances, networks and control of informal organisation 
10. Control of counterorganisations 
11. Symbolism and the management of meaning 
12. Gender and the management of gender relationships 
13. Structural factors that define the stage of action 
14. The power one already has 
Table 2.1.1. Sources of power in organisations (adapted from Morgan, G., 2006, p. 167.) 
Critical theorists contend that social structures and processes, produced and reproduced through 
organisational discourse, lead to a shaping of ideology and hegemony. Ideology refers to “the 
taken for granted assumptions about reality, that influence perceptions of situations and events” 
(Deetz & Kersten, 1983, p. 162). Hegemony refers to “a process in which a dominant group 
leads another to accept subordination as the norm” (Miller, 2006, p.128). A critical approach was 
taken in this study; the aim was to reveal any social structures or processes that led to an 
imbalance of power between each organisation and their respective stakeholders, during 
organisation–stakeholder engagement events. When an imbalance of power was evident, the 
study explored whether hegemonic relationships between the organisations and their respective 
stakeholders existed, in which one group was controlled by the other, either through coercion, 
acceptance or active participation. 
2.1.6. Research 
Organisational communication study is concerned with communication practices used to help 
coordinate and control the activities of organisational members and relationships with external 
constituencies (Deetz, 2001). Scholars contend the development of organisational 
communication research commenced during the mid to late 20th century as scholars and 
consultants tried to make sense of the new organisational forms emerging as a result of the 
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industrial revolution (Miller, 2006; Tompkins & Wanca-Thibault, 2001). In the early 21st century, 
as  a result of globalisation, more complex, dynamic organisational forms have emerged, resulting 
in further academic study as organisational boundaries continue to be redefined and members of 
organisations face an increasingly complex mix of challenges (Conrad & Poole, 2005; Miller, 
2006; Tompkins & Wanca-Thibault, 2001).  
Two paradigms have emerged based on different ontological assumptions about the field (Fiske, 
1990; Shelby, 1993). The traditional approach, described by Shelby (1993) as the functionalist 
perspective, is that the organisation is a relatively stable structure within which communication 
flows to support and maintain the organisational structure. The alternative paradigm, the 
interpretive perspective, conceives of the organisation as people interacting, and therefore 
communication “does not just serve the organization it is the organization” (Pace and Faules, as 
cited in Shelby, 1993, p.22). The newer, interpretive approach has a focus on the message 
receiver.  
Redding (as cited in Tomkins & Wanca-Thibault, 2001) introduced the importance of 
interpretation of messages by receivers, rather than the traditional transmission model focus on 
the content of the message. Christensen, (2002) agrees with this view and contends corporate 
communication research has been biased toward an organisational perspective, rather than the 
receiver perspective, and recommends corporate communicators gain more understanding of the 
dynamics of stakeholder involvement and communication behaviour involved in dialogue. A 
greater understanding of the kinds of communicative relationships stakeholders expect from 
corporations is suggested (Christensen, 2002). Redding (as cited in Tomkins & Wanca-Thibault, 
2001) also introduced the role of both verbal and nonverbal communication as areas for future 
research, and the importance of good listening skills for effective organisational communication.  
In 1996, critical theorists, Putnam, Phillips and Chapman, conducted a review of organisational 
communication research and theory (as cited in Tompkins & Wanca-Thibault, 2001). Areas of 
study included power, marginalisation of voices, empowerment, legislation and unobtrusive 
control. The authors organised the different theoretical conceptions and methodological 
preferences undertaken by organisational communication research into seven metaphor clusters. 
The clusters characterise approaches to the study of organisational communication and are 
relevant in locating this current research project within the discipline of organisational 
communication. Studies classified in the ‘voice’ metaphor cluster, view the organisation as a 
chorus of diverse voices. Studies in the ‘linkage’ metaphor cluster view the organisation as 
networks of multiple, overlapping relationships. The foci of research grouped in the ‘linkage’ 
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metaphor cluster include exploration of intra and inter-organisational network roles, patterns and 
structures. 
Two of Putnam et al’s metaphor clusters, ‘linkage’ and ‘voice’, describe concepts of 
organisational communication that were explored in this research project (Deetz, 2001; Putnam, 
Phillips & Chapman, as cited in Tompkins & Wanca-Thibault, 2001). In the current study, the 
organisation was conceptualised as a network of multiple relationships that may be positively or 
negatively influenced by factors including culture, power, and marginalisation of voices, 
empowerment, legislation and unobtrusive control. The relationship of concern in this study was 
that between an organisation and its stakeholders. Relationships with stakeholders must be 
managed by specific members of an organisation, namely middle-top management and public 
relations professionals (Bruning et al, 2004; Grunig & Grunig, 2002; Ledingham, 2003; Waddock 
& Smith, 2000). A discussion of public relations follows.  
2.2. Public relations 
Harlow (1976) found 472 different definitions of public relations coined between 1900 and 1976. 
Public relations theory is rooted in a number of disciplinary fields, such as mass communication, 
interpersonal communication, psychology, sociology and economics. Botan and Hazelton Jr (as 
cited in Ihlen & van Ruler, 2009) suggest this multi-disciplinary approach to public relations is a 
positive sign of maturity for the discipline, allowing different, comparative schools of thought 
and theoretical foundations. Most public relations theorists are concerned with managing 
communication in order to build positive relationships and mutual understanding between an 
organisation and its most important audiences.  
2.2.1. Definition of public relations 
Public relations definitions that incorporate concepts of organisation-environment 
interdependency assist in locating the deontological background of this research project. The 
Public Relations Society of America (PRSA) defines public relations as “helping an organization 
and its publics adapt mutually to each other” (Public Relations Society of America, as cited in 
Tench & Yeomans, 2009). This definition incorporates the concept of interdependence between 
organisations and stakeholders within their environment. The definition proposed by Long and 
Hazelton (1987) was considered most relevant for this thesis “a communication function of 
management through which organizations adapt, alter, or maintain their environment for the 
purpose of achieving organizational goals” (p.6). This definition anchors the present study’s 
conceptual framework of public relations as an organisational communication management 
function that operates with an understanding of the interdependence between an organisation 
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and its stakeholders as a fundamental principle. A more detailed discussion of stakeholders is 
included later in this chapter, however, at this point in the description of the conceptual 
framework for this study, it is considered necessary to clarify two terms used within 
organisational communication, public relations and stakeholder literature, ‘publics’ and 
‘stakeholders’. 
2.2.2. Publics or stakeholders? 
Many public relations scholars describe audiences situated within an organisation’s internal or 
external environment as ‘publics’. Organisational communication and stakeholder engagement 
scholars use the term ‘stakeholder’ to describe an individual or entity, situated within an 
organisation’s external environment, who has an interest (stake) in the organisation. The term 
‘stakeholder’ was used in this study to describe individuals who have an interest (stake) in the 
organisation, but are not under the control of the organisation. Thus ‘stakeholder’ was used in 
this thesis to describe members of the two organisations’ stakeholder engagement committees 
who are not organisation staff members. This is consistent with Emshoff and Freeman’s 
statement that stakeholders were a group whose “collective behaviour can directly affect the 
organization’s future, but which [are] not under the organization’s control (as cited in Grunig & 
Hunt, 1984,  p.297).  
2.2.3. Public relations theory 
The function of public relations has evolved from the intention to influence the public to a role 
that assists organisations and their stakeholders to adjust their mutual interests with the object of 
benefiting both sides (Cheney & Dionisopoulos, 1989; Fitzpatrick and Gauthier, 2001). Early 
communication theories viewed communication as a process of transmission, a one-way process 
in which a sender disseminates a message to receivers (Shannon & Weaver, as cited in Van Ruler, 
2004). Other communication theories view communication as one-way persuasion, changing the 
receiver’s cognition and behaviour by achieving an attitudinal change in the receiver. Many recent 
approaches to communication view it as a two-way process in which all actors can be active and 
take initiatives (van Ruler, 2004).  
Public relations has evolved from a predominantly defensive role, to a contemporary proactive 
role with an emphasis on ‘mutual adaptation’. In the early half of the 20th century, during the 
first and second world wars, organisations used public relations for information dissemination 
and persuasion. During the 1950s and 1960s, management specialists recognised the concept of 
organisations as complex, open systems, and that the strongest, most successful organisations 
were those that adapted to changes and demands in the environment.   
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Cutlip, Center and Broom (2000) use systems theory to explain the role of public relations within 
an organisation. The authors describe the role of public relations as monitoring exchanges that 
occur between the organisation and its environment, and acting to correct any potential 
imbalance.  
Two important systems concepts apply to public relations. The first concept is that organisations 
have boundaries and that certain members of the organisation serve as ‘boundary spanners’. 
Boundary spanners are people who are able to gather and select information from the 
environment and relay this information to decision makers (Bronn & Bronn, 2003). Public 
relations scholars are in agreement regarding the importance of ‘boundary spanning’ the external 
and internal environment to attain equilibrium between an organisation and its publics, and the 
inclusion of the public relations department in the organisation’s environmental scanning process 
(Cutlip et al, 2000; Grunig, et al, 1992; Lauzen & Dozier, 1992, Mackey, 2004). Public relations 
practitioners use both formal scanning (media content analysis, surveys of publics, focus group 
and advisory groups comprising key stakeholders) and informal scanning (media contacts, 
monitoring complaints and customer satisfaction surveys), to help an organisation adjust to 
stakeholder expectations from the organisation’s internal and external environment.  
The second important concept from systems theory that helps to clarify the function of public 
relations is that an organisation is made up of a set of interdependent subsystems. One of the 
functions of public relations is to understand and facilitate relationships and understanding 
between these various subsystems.  
Grunig and Hunt (1984) conceptualised four models of public relations to describe typical ways 
that historical and contemporary public relations is practiced: press agentry, public information, two-way 
symmetrical and two-way asymmetrical. Press agentry and public information are described as one-way 
communication models. In these two models, practitioners disseminate favourable information 
about their organisation. According to Grunig (2001) practitioners who use the two-way 
asymmetrical model conduct research to determine how to persuade publics to behave in the way the 
organisation wishes. Public relations professionals who use the two-way symmetrical model include 
research and dialogue to bring about changes in both the public and the organisation’s attitudes 
and behaviours (Grunig, 2001). 
Grunig and Hunt’s (1984) four models of public relations have been topics of considerable 
debate and research. Research has confirmed the models do describe the practice of public 
relations; however critics have maintained that symmetrical public relations, if considered the 
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normative model for public relations in most situations, is a utopian ideal that cannot be 
practiced in reality (L’Etang, 1996; Moloney, as cited in Grunig, 2001).  
Ihlen and van Ruler (2009) argue for a sociological perspective on public relations. The authors 
note the majority of contemporary public relations theories focus on the organisation-public 
dynamic, but these approaches should be supplemented with societal approaches that “expose 
what public relations is in society today, rather than only what it should be at the organisational 
level”(Ihlen & van Ruler, 2009, p.5), proposing integration of social theory, as dimensions of 
public relations, be considered in conjunction with traditional perspectives of how an 
organisation relates to its publics. Consistent with this argument, Bowen and Heath (2005) argue 
that public relations should foster an outside-in view of the world by listening to rather than 
merely selling itself to, its internal and external stakeholders.  
Skerlep (2001) was critical of Grunig and Hunt’s four models perspective of public relations, 
stating the model lacked recognition of rhetoric and discourse, two integral components of public 
relations practice. Professor Robert Heath has published extensive literature on the role of 
rhetoric in issues management (Bowen & Heath, 2005; Heath, 1993, 1994; 2001; Heath et al, 
2002). Heath’s work is cross-disciplinary, alternating between the fields of public relations, 
organisational communication and speech communication. Heath (1993, 1994, 2001) contends 
that, in order to develop effective issues management, the organisation must have “the ability to 
listen to, look for and heed limits acceptable to stakeholders” (Bowen & Heath, 2005, p.88). 
According to Heath (1993) rhetoric involves the process of dialogue resulting in the meeting of 
minds, “a dialogue of opinions, counter opinions, meanings and counter meanings” (p. 143).  
Deetz (1997) agrees with this view, but suggests organisational communication places too much 
emphasis on advocacy, at the expense of negotiation. Deetz (1997) states that communication, 
from the liberal democratic perspective “presumes that if everyone argues from his or her 
interest, a productive decision will magically arise” (p.128). In contrast, Deetz contends good 
communication focuses on how to engage in communication so that more positions are 
represented, with a focus on participation and negotiation. 
2.2.4. Relationships 
Heath (2001) describes the evolution of public relations from a linear, mass communication 
approach to a model based on interpersonal communication, including conversation, listening 
and accommodation. The development of a relationship management approach to public 
relations was also espoused by Thomsen (1997), defining public relations as “the building of 
relationships and the management of communication between organizations and individuals 
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(p.12). The relationship management perspective describes a theoretical shift for public relations 
from an emphasis on managing communication, to an emphasis on building, maintaining and 
negotiating mutually beneficial organisational-public relationships (Botan, 1997; Bruning & 
Ledingham, 2000; Bruning et al, 2004; Grunig, 2001; Heath et al, 2002; Kent & Taylor, 2002). 
The emphasis is on shared meaning “a process of exchanging information, imparting ideas and 
making oneself understood by others…and understanding in return” (Seitel, 2004, p. 53).  
A relational approach posits that organisations must build long–term relationships with the 
publics within their environment who can influence, or are influenced by, an organisation’s 
decisions. Grunig & Grunig (2002) contend that the quality of these relationships is the 
responsibility of the public relations function. Dialogue, negotiation, and interpersonal 
communication skills including listening and understanding, are required by corporate 
communicators advocating a relationship approach to public relations (Botan, 1997; Bruning et 
al, 2004; Grunig, 2001; Kent & Taylor, 2002; Ledingham, 2003).  
McLeod and Chaffee’s (1973) co-orientation model identifies agreement, congruency and accuracy as 
relationships that have to be addressed if each party is to achieve correct perceptions of the 
other’s interests, and so participate in meaningful communication. The co-orientation process, 
originally designed for interpersonal communication, is a theoretical perspective that allows 
individuals and small groups to relate to each other and consider each other’s viewpoints. The co-
orientation model has been adopted by some public relations scholars as an organisation-public 
relationship model (Broom, 1990). The model defines the possible relationship between two or 
more parties by measuring congruency, accuracy and agreement (Broom, 1990; Christen, as cited in 
Peterson 2002). The three components of the co-orientation process, accuracy, agreement and 
congruency, were adopted as a method of organising and discussing results in this thesis. A 
summary of the three components follows.  
Accuracy measures the extent to which each party’s estimate coincides with the other’s described 
position or perception. Accuracy measures what one group thinks the other’s perception will be 
compared to the other’s actual perception. Agreement gauges the perception of each group. It 
assesses what each group actually perceives and can then compare those perceived beliefs to the 
other group’s perceptions. Congruency measures the perceptions of what a group thinks compared 
to what another group thinks the first group thinks (Table 2.2.1.). The co-orientation model 
suggests that accuracy, agreement and congruency are essential components for win-win, mutual 
understanding between two parties. Discussion of results in this thesis explored the level of 
accuracy between managers’ predictions of stakeholders’ expectations and stakeholders’ actual 
expectations, the level of agreement between stakeholder and manager observations of effective 
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listening, and the level of congruency between stakeholder perceptions and managers’ self-
assessment of listening practices evident during organisation-stakeholder engagement events.  
Issue
Organisation’s definition
& evaluation
Of issue
Organisation’s
Perception of
Stakeholder A’s views
Stakeholder A’s
Definition
& evaluation
Of issue
Stakeholder A’s
Perception of 
Organisation’s views
The co-orientation model
AGREEMENT
CONGRUENCY CONGRUENCY
ACCURACY
 
Table 2.2.1. The co-orientation model (Grunig & Hunt, 1984) 
2.2.5. Dialogue 
Public relations research suggests that organisations and their stakeholders benefit by 
participating in dialogue (Bowen & Heath, 2005; Bruning & Ledingham, 2000; Bruning et al, 
2004, 2006; Grunig, 2001; Kent and Taylor, 2002). Dialogue can be viewed as a systems concept, 
a living application involving a process of reflection and inquiry “into the processes, assumptions 
and certainties that compose everyday existence” (Isaacs, 1993, p 25). The term ‘dialogue’ literally 
means ‘through words’. The etymological roots are dia (through), and logos (word), suggesting 
‘meaning flowing through’ (Ballantyne, 2004; Isaacs, 1993). 
Organisational communication scholars vary in their perspectives on the meaning of the term. 
Matson & Montagu (1967, as cited in Van Ruler, 2004) define dialogue as “a free flow of words 
and its interpretations, involving putting your idea before others and stimulating them to bring in 
ideas in the hope of improving on the first idea” (p. 128). Isaacs (1993) suggests the central 
purpose of dialogue is to establish a field of genuine meeting and inquiry, a setting in which 
people can think together in an environment where people are participating in creating a shared 
meaning. Although concurring with this view, researchers have cautioned that dialogue involves 
more than providing forums (places to talk), and voice (an ability to speak for ourselves) (Deetz, 
1997; Kersten 2000). Kersten believes that dialogue requires a critical and reflective 
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understanding of one’s own world, an empathic grasping of the world of other participants, and 
the shared building of a joint world, based on an undistorted social consensus (Kersten, 2000). 
Citing Habermas (1981), Kersten describes three world concepts (self, other and social) that the 
communicative actor must be equipped with, contending the success of the communication 
depends on a process of interpretation (Kersten, 2000). If the other participants share our 
worldview, dialogue is not problematic, as the self, other and social spheres overlap, allowing us 
to hear, understand and respond appropriately. However, when there are major differences in 
perspectives, communication becomes difficult. Dialogue assumes that participants have the 
capacity to understand their own worldview and express it, and are able to grasp the worldview 
of the other, and, through discourse, develop some kind of common ground (Fraser, 1990, as 
cited in Kersten, 2000). The concept of worldviews is integral to the Excellence theory of public 
relations (Dozier et al, 1995; Grunig, 2001). Organisations with symmetrical worldviews embrace 
the concept that the organisation operates within an open systems environment, and understand 
that mutual understanding between an organisation and its environment involves dialogue.  
Listening is acknowledged as an integral component of two-way symmetrical dialogue. In an 
article exploring the role of dialogue in development of relationship-specific knowledge, Halal 
(2001) describes dialogue as more than mere discussion; a process that leads to mutual 
understanding and creative action by focusing on deep listening with empathy, uncovering 
hidden assumptions, and focusing on common interests.  
A dialogic approach to public relations assumes that stakeholders are willing and able to articulate 
their demands and that the organisation is willing to consult and therefore listen to its 
stakeholders in matters that affect both parties. The dialogic approach to public relations requires 
organisations to have processes in place that actively solicit information from key stakeholders 
and methods to listen and respond to those messages (Kent & Taylor, 2002). The authors 
describe five tenets of a dialogic orientation: mutuality, “an acknowledgement that the 
organisation and publics are inextricably tied together”(p.28); propinquity, the “presence of a 
rhetorical exchange between the organisation and publics”(p.26); empathy, “the atmosphere of 
support and trust that must exist if dialogue is to succeed”(p.27), risk, a condition of dialogue, 
because sometimes unexpected or uncontrolled outcomes occur, and the final tenet, commitment 
“to deal truthfully with each other” (p.29).  
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2.2.6. Trust 
Trust, commitment, satisfaction, control mutuality and dialogue can be considered essential 
characteristics for initiating, building and maintaining positive relationships between an 
organisation and its publics (Kent & Taylor, 2002). Research suggests that trust is a crucial 
relational characteristic for long-term, positive organisation-stakeholder relationships (Botan, 
1997; Bruning et al, 2006; Huang, as cited in Jahansoozi, 2006).  
Based on research conducted in 1993, Blomqvist defines trust in business contexts, as “an actor’s 
expectation of the other party’s competence and goodwill” (1997, p.282). In the article, 
Blomqvist describes ‘competence’ as comprising technical and/or managerial skills and abilities. 
‘Goodwill’ is described as moral responsibility and positive intentions to the other. Concepts 
connected with trust include credibility, sincerity, predictability and goodwill (Blomqvist, 1997). 
Trust is context and situation-specific and is perceived subjectively by individuals, based on their 
own personal histories. Reputation and first impression are important, however trust is also an 
outcome of an interaction process in which trust relationships develop gradually. Organisational 
trust may be a result of the business owner’s personality or organisational culture (Blomqvist, 1997).  
When there is a lack of, or a decline in, trust, transparency becomes a required condition to 
rebuild trust and commitment in the relationship. Transparency is a critical condition for 
rebuilding trust. Transparency is linked to openness, the opposite of secrecy (Florini, as cited in 
Jahansoozi, 2006). According to the author, as organisational transparency increases, the level of 
trust and accountability improves (Jahansoozi, 2006).  
The preceding discussion illustrates the relationship between systems theory, public relations and 
organisation-stakeholder relationship management. Systems theory was used to describe 
organisations as dynamic, living organisms, whose goal is to achieve a moving equilibrium and 
build mutually beneficial relationships. Public relations was defined as an organisational 
communication management function that understands the interdependence between an 
organisation and its stakeholders. The relational approach to public relations considers 
characteristics including co-orientation, dialogue, listening and trust as integral to building and 
maintaining positive organisation-stakeholder relationships.   
2.2.7. Research  
Public relations researchers (Dozier et al, 1995; Grunig et al, 1992) have generated an extensive 
body of well established principles and research findings based on a systems theory rationale. 
However, public relations research has predominantly focused on the production and 
dissemination of messages by practitioners. An examination of 1998-2000 issues of the Journal of 
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Public Relations Research found that almost 42% of the studies focused on the attitudes, 
perceptions and behaviours of public relations practitioners (Wimmer & Dominick, 2003). 
As the relationship management paradigm of public relations has evolved, there has been an 
increase in research to measure the quality of strategic relationships. Research has focused on 
defining organisation-public relationships, relating organisation-public relationships to strategic 
organisational outcomes and measuring the quality of the organisation-public relationship 
(Bruning et al, 2006; Kim, 2001).   
Broom and Dozier developed a co-orientation process for measuring organisation–public 
relationships in which perceptions of both groups were tested to determine levels of agreement and 
accuracy (Broom & Dozier, 1990; Peterson, 2002). In a review of public relations research 
associated with organisation-public relationships, Kim (2001, p. 803) notes that, although the co-
orientation model has been accepted conceptually by public relations scholars, extending its use 
to measure organisation-public relationships has been “unsettled”. Kim (2001) contends that 
when the co-orientation model is used to measure organisation–public relationships, the presence 
of agreement, accuracy and congruency between both parties does not always guarantee a mutually 
satisfying solution. Kim (2001) argues that how the public perceives the organisation is more 
important than how the organisation perceives the public and developed a scale to measure 
relationship quality that focuses on measuring the organisation-public relationship through the 
public’s perceptions (Kim, 2001). Four dimensions emerged as central to organisation-public 
relationships: trust, commitment, local or community involvement and reputation. 
Public relations research has shown that development of relationships with stakeholders enables 
organisations to choose and achieve appropriate goals. Thus, an important element in strategic 
management is the process of developing and maintaining relationships with key stakeholders 
(Hon & Grunig, 1999).  
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2.3. Stakeholders 
The literature reviewed thus far has established interdependency between an organisation and its 
environment. The review will now address the concept of ‘who’, within an organisation’s 
environment is to be engaged by the public relations professional. 
2.3.1. Definition 
The concept of a ‘stakeholder’ can be traced back as far as Barnard (as cited in Rowley, 1997). A 
series of clinical studies of management practitioners, conducted over a ten year period by 
Freeman (1984), resulted in the integration of stakeholder concepts into a coherent framework, 
and a definition of stakeholders that still provides the boundaries of what constitutes a 
stakeholder. Freeman defined a stakeholder as “a group or individual who can affect or is 
affected by the achievement of the organization’s objectives” (Freeman, 1984, p.25). Freeman’s 
concept of stakeholders was further advanced by Carroll (as cited in Rowley, 1997) who defined 
stakeholders as groups or individuals who have a legitimate claim on the firm or the power to 
impact the organisation.   
Freeman (1984) was one of the first to articulate the ‘stakeholder approach’ as a way for business 
to be more proactive to changes in their immediate environment. The terms ‘stakeholder 
management’, including communication, negotiating and managing relationships, ‘stakeholder’, 
‘stakeholder model’ and ‘stakeholder theory’ are explained and used by a range of authors in 
different ways. However, scholars and practitioners agree that stakeholder groups have an 
increasing influence on the decisions made by an organisation and the management of 
organisations, including policy and strategic decision-making (Bronn & Bronn, 2003; Mackey, 
2000). As a result, organisations are required to address a set of stakeholder expectations by 
engaging with stakeholders (Bronn & Bronn, 2003; Donaldson & Preston, 1995; Foster & 
Jonker, 2005; McVea & Freeman, 2005; Rowley, 1997).  
2.3.2. Rise of importance of stakeholders 
Scholars credit the increase in power and influence of stakeholders to a range of factors including 
globalisation, the rise of the professional investor, the empowered employee, the spread of new 
communication technologies, the concept of corporate social responsibility and a view of 
organisations as sociopolitical institutions, where boundaries between internal and external 
environments are blurred (Freeman, 1984; Jonker & Foster, 2002; McVea & Freeman, 2005; 
Scholes & Clutterbuck, 1998). Stakeholder groups have increased their ability to work with other 
minority groups to act in combination on the organisation. 
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The notion that stakeholder management contributes to successful economic performance is 
accepted by scholars and practitioners (Donaldson & Preston, 1995; Halal, 1998a, 1998b, 2000, 
2001; Goyder, 1993, 1999). Goyder (1999) states the key feature of the successful company of 
tomorrow will be its ‘inclusive’ approach to business, actively communicating with and being 
involved with a wide range of stakeholders “a business which better understands the needs of 
those with whom it has a relationship, and which better understands what they regard as value 
will survive in a turbulent world” (Goyder, 1999, p. 218). Scholars have similarly found that 
companies proactively moving with stakeholders, rather than against them, outperform others 
(Goyder, 1999; Halal, 2000). Halal (2000) presents an economic argument for the establishment 
of a ‘corporate community’ that includes stakeholders, contending “the wealth-creating role of 
business arises directly out of integrating stakeholders into a productive whole-a corporate 
community” (Halal, 2000, p.9). Halal proposes a stakeholder model which views the corporation 
as a socio-economic system composed of various equally important constituencies including 
customers, employees, suppliers, the public and government representatives and investors (Halal, 
1998a, 1998b, 2000, 2001).   
2.3.3. Stakeholder theory and models 
Stakeholder theory has developed as a response to growing recognition that the survival of a 
corporate company may reside in the delicate relationship established with those with a stake in 
the firm (Bendell, 2003). The theory proposes the organisation exists at the nexus of 
interdependent relationships involving groups that can affect or are affected by the firm 
(Freeman, 1984).  
A number of frames and models have been proposed to assist organisations manage their 
interactions with stakeholders. A view common to stakeholder literature is the need to 
understand the power and influence of different stakeholders, as well as their interest in a 
particular issue (Crane and Livesey, 2003; Frooman, 1999; Hill and Jones, 1992). Stakeholder 
groups can be prioritised according to their level of influence, impact and alignment with the 
business strategies of the organisation.  
More complex conceptualisations have emerged, to address our understanding of the dynamics 
involved in stakeholder interdependence (Crane, 1998; Rowley, 1997). Under Rowley’s network 
model, stakeholders have a relationship not only with the firm but also with each other, either by 
communication, exchange or some other form of interaction. The network model does not place 
the firm in the central node in the stakeholder model since the network can be entered 
simultaneously from any perspective. 
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Crane’s differentiated stakeholder concept also acknowledges intra-stakeholder differences 
(Crane, 1998). The interests of any one stakeholder group may not, in fact, be identical; the group 
itself may not be homogenous. In the differentiated network model, stakeholder relationships are 
understood as a complex interplay of relationships between and within diverse organisations. 
Communication is therefore a vital component in developing, maintaining and managing 
stakeholder relationships (Crane and Livesey, 2003; Varey & White, 2000). 
Grunig’s contribution from the perspective of stakeholder theory was his recognition of the 
systems approach, highlighting the multiple-publics perspective of corporations (Grunig & Hunt, 
1984). These contributions from public relations theory provide a base from which to build and 
extend an understanding of stakeholder communication (Crane and Livesey, 2003). Grunig’s 
public relations model distinguishes between one-way and two-way forms of communication and 
the communicator’s purpose to manipulate and persuade or to educate/facilitate understanding 
(Grunig and Hunt, 1984).  
2.3.4. Stakeholder engagement  
Cheney and Christensen (2001) argue that ongoing, genuine two-way dialogue represents the best 
possible solution for the management of complex issues confronting contemporary western 
society. A high degree of understanding of relevant stakeholder positions is essential in 
addressing the challenges of businesses operating within a complex societal network. Literature 
consistently states that an important component of a stakeholder engagement strategy is a 
stakeholder analysis (Bryson, 2004; Gable & Shireman, 2005; Scholes & Clutterbuck, 1998). 
Stakeholder analysis assists organisations identify who the key stakeholders are, understand the 
relationships among groups, whether groups have similar needs or have needs which conflict 
with each other or the organisation, and determine what role they play in the larger system within 
which a company operates. Stakeholder analysis assists in identifying the most appropriate 
methods of engagement for each identified stakeholder group. Once a stakeholder analysis has 
been completed and the mode of engagement identified, engagement with stakeholders can 
commence (Gable & Shireman, 2005). 
2.3.4.1. Relationships 
Scholars suggest the essential component in building stakeholder relationships is communication 
that draws upon an understanding of participants’ worldviews (Bronn & Bronn, 2003; Hummels, 
1998). Hummels (1998) argues for an interpretation of the stakeholder approach that gives 
stakeholders the right to tell their ‘worldview’ or perspective about the way they are affected by 
the organisation. “Allowing stakeholders to be heard leads to an ongoing organizational debate on 
 
Judy Burnside-Lawry   
Participatory Communication and Listening   31 
values, rights and interests” and an opportunity to analyse the world in terms of different 
interpretations (p. 1410). 
Bronn & Bronn (2003) describe communication as the means of uncovering and understanding 
stakeholders world views, or ‘mental models’, described as values, beliefs and perceptions of 
stakeholders; whilst simultaneously helping the organisation reflect upon, and at times, modify, its 
own world-view. Drawing upon concepts from organisational learning literature, the researchers 
contend the communication skills required for working with one’s mental models, and therefore 
achieving effective two-way communication are reflection, inquiry and advocacy. 
McLeod and Chaffee’s (1973) co-orientation model is also concerned with the concept of mental 
models, suggesting that differences in mental models result in different interpretations of events 
and outcomes. Achieving the necessary level of accuracy requires effective dialogue, using the 
communication skills of reflection, inquiry and advocacy with an appropriate balance between 
advocacy and inquiry (Bronn & Bronn, 2003). The more accurate the organisation’s perception of 
stakeholder interests, the more meaningful the communication between parties; and, conversely, 
the less accurate the perception, the more likely the communication will be ineffective. 
Organisational communication scholars emphasise an ability to see others’ perspectives, 
transparency of information and processes, responsibility taken for actions, responding 
appropriately to stakeholders and mutual engagement in dialogue as necessary for building 
positive organisation-stakeholder relationships (Bronn & Bronn, 2003; Waddock & Smith, 2000). 
But what are the processes involved in gaining an accurate perception of stakeholders interests? 
Identifying specific processes that enhanced effective organisation-stakeholder listening was of 
particular interest in this study. 
2.3.4.2. Dialogue  
Stakeholder dialogue is described as having conversations in which mutual concerns and issues 
can be discussed in a non-threatening manner, that allows companies and stakeholders ‘to share 
common meaning and purpose, and to understand the system and their places in that system’ 
(Waddock & Smith, 2000, p.50). Scholars contend the objective of organisation–stakeholder 
communication should be increased learning about the issues under consideration by all relevant 
stakeholders. The corporate communicator is far more than simply a mouthpiece for the 
organisation, but a communication facilitator, working to establish the basis for understanding 
among stakeholders. Communication skills necessary for effective organisation-stakeholder 
communication have their foundation in dialogue (Bronn and Bronn, 2003; Waddock & Smith, 2000). 
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Crane and Livesey (2003), divide organisation–stakeholder dialogue into two forms. The first, 
monologic dialogue is described as communicating ‘to’ rather than ‘with’ stakeholders. The 
second form, described as genuine dialogue, is geared toward problem solving and relationship 
building. Gao and Zhang (2001) offer a more expansive perspective of the concept, suggesting 
dialogue should be a two-way process where stakeholders are not merely consulted or listened to, 
but also responded to. Gao and Zhang (2001) caution that listening and responding does not 
necessarily mean there are no self interested, persuasive efforts made by the organisation. An 
organisation may describe their interaction with stakeholders as ‘active listening’ when the 
stakeholders, or an independent observer, may consider the interaction advocacy or unobtrusive 
control. Investigation by Gao and Zhang (2001) led to their belief that dialogue between an 
organisation and its stakeholders can be genuine two-way symmetrical practice, or it can be two-
way communication designed for asymmetrical persuasion (compliance gaining). This distinction 
is consistent with Habermas’s (1984) descriptions of ‘communicative action’, and ‘strategic 
action’ in his Theory of communicative action. A review of Habermas’s theory is developed in 
section two of this chapter.  
 Critical theorist Stanley Deetz describes Habermas’s concept of communicative action (action 
oriented to understanding between parties) as communication that involves genuine dialogue. In 
contrast, ‘strategic action’, described as action to achieve success (compliance gaining) can be 
deliberately manipulative, when one person operates with an orientation to success, but leaves 
others to believe they are behaving in a manner consistent with communicative action. Deetz 
(1992) describes this type of manipulation as a moral violation of participation. A second form of 
‘strategic action’ occurs when at least one of the parties is deceiving themselves about the fact 
they are acting with an attitude oriented toward success, when in reality, they are only keeping up 
the appearance of communicative action. This form of strategic action, termed ‘systematically 
distorted communication’, occurs when the individual is self-deceived. Deetz (1992) contends 
both forms of strategic action may be present in organisational communication.   
Cheney and Christensen (2001) describe genuine dialogue as a dialogue in which questions of 
interest and representation are constantly negotiated. According to the authors, parties involved 
in genuine dialogue should be interested in more than a forum to share ideas; they should be 
open to the transformative effects of their communication. 
As the last few paragraphs have illustrated, two-way symmetrical dialogue is considered a pre-
requisite for maintaining positive organisation-stakeholder relationships by many organisational 
communication scholars. The relationship between positive organisation-stakeholder 
relationships and dialogue is of particular interest to this thesis, as an important component of 
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dialogue is listening. Johnson–Cramer et al (2003) describe the essence of stakeholder dialogue as 
the co-creation of shared understanding by company and stakeholders, involving interactive 
behaviours that acknowledge one another’s position, including active listening.  
2.3.4.3. Listening 
 To achieve effective organisation-stakeholder engagement, managers require a different set of 
managerial communication skills than traditionally taught (Bronn and Bronn, 2003; Halal 1998a, 
2001). Skills include considering different points of view, a flexible questioning approach, 
collective bargaining and collaborative problem-solving, to manage stakeholder relationships with 
the organisation. Organisation attempts to manage relationships with their stakeholders have had 
a primary emphasis on ‘outgoing messages’ to explain the company’s position or view. However, 
managers require the ability to respond creatively to individual stakeholder inquiries, as opposed 
to bombarding stakeholders with a standard ‘one size fits all’ company worldview. Halal (2001) 
argues the most crucial requirement for today’s leaders is to listen to understand the different 
ideas others may hold regarding the complexity of problems facing an organisation.  
Mastrandonas & Strife (1992) advise organisation-stakeholder communication be structured in a 
way that allows each party to listen to and learn from each other, not at one-off events, but in 
ongoing dialogues that develop a common language for discussing and reporting on issues. But 
what procedures need to be in place if organisation-stakeholder communication is to be 
structured toward each party listening to and learning from each other?  
2.3.4.4. Corporate procedures for organisation-stakeholder engagement 
Companies planning organisation-stakeholder engagement are advised to include formal 
guidelines and protocols in their stakeholder communication strategy (Bendell, 2003; Scholes & 
Clutterbuck, 1998; Waddock & Smith, 2000). Bendell (2003) stresses the difference between 
consultation and dialogue, arguing the latter uniquely involves: 
• a search for win-wins; 
•  an exploration of shared and different interests, values, needs and fears; 
• a focus on process rather than issues; 
• strengthening and building relationships (p.4).  
Scholes and Clutterbuck (1998) recommend a stakeholder communication strategy should begin 
with a strategic approach to communication and commitment from the Board toward its 
stakeholders. Communication with all stakeholders and acknowledgement of their concerns 
should be explicit in the values and responsibilities of the organisation. The authors advise 
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companies to align business and stakeholder needs rather than focus on pacifying individual 
groups. The company should create a structure and process to coordinate all communication, 
both within the company and with external groups. 
Development of corporate protocols, guidelines and procedures is necessary to articulate the 
corporation’s commitment to all internal and external stakeholders, and to ensure dialogic 
processes are integrated into the operational practices of the firm (Waddock & Smith, 2000). An 
integrated stakeholder communication structure gives responsibility for management of the 
corporate brand and image to one senior executive or department who coordinates internal and 
external corporate communication, including stakeholder communication (Waddock & Smith, 2000). 
Scholars consistently state an initial step in the development of a stakeholder communication 
strategy is research to ascertain current stakeholder perceptions of the organisation (Clark, 2000; 
Waddock & Smith, 2000). Managing each stakeholder group requires processes designed to 
listen, inform, manage agreement/disagreement, learn together, influence and be influenced. One 
clear constant in the literature is the need for the evolution of a communication function that 
works with or on behalf of the multiple communicators within the organisation as well as outside 
the organisation with key stakeholders. The communication function should be the channel 
through which interest groups make concerns known within the organisation (Clark, 2000; 
Waddock & Smith, 2000).  
2.3.5. Power and culture 
Heath (1994) argues that organisational culture influences interactions between an organisation 
and its stakeholders. Heath describes organisational culture as a combination of social control 
systems that provide norms of appropriate attitudes and behaviours during stakeholder 
negotiation. Organisation members negotiate stakeholder relationships by developing frames of 
reference or  culture maps, “that enable them to define a situation they encounter and develop an 
appropriate response (Wilkins & Dyer, as cited in Heath, 1994, p. 157). Likewise, Waddock and 
Smith (2000) suggest monitoring the effectiveness of strategies, as well as changing the reward 
system to reflect articulated policies, is necessary if commitment to stakeholders is to become a 
part of organisational culture. 
Heath (1994) states that relational variables such as openness, power, trust and dominance 
influence the ways that stakeholder negotiate their relationships with organisations. If one person 
can trust the other to deliver on issues as promised, then trust exists in the relationship. 
Dominance can occur when one person in the relationship has a disproportionate amount of 
power, either over the issues, or the negotiation, than others. Organisational power is “the ability 
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or capacity of a person or persons to control the contributions of others toward a goal” 
(Thompkins & Cheney, as cited in Heath, 1994, p.171). Power and control reside in managers as 
a result of their position and their behaviours. A manager’s formal position and title within the 
organisation gives superior access to information and control of the dissemination of 
information; their training and experience gives them superior verbal skills. Managers can 
maintain power by withholding information that may influence rational decision-making by others.  
Scholars suggest the wide range of organisation-stakeholder engagement models reflects 
polarisation between profit–making and social responsibility views of the organisation. The 
traditional management perspective is that the role of organisations is to earn profit, and issues of 
concern to stakeholders within the organisation’s environment, such as social responsibility, are 
the task of the state (Scherer & Palazzo, 2007). Management confusion as regards the 
responsibilities of organisations within their environment, and therefore the appropriate 
distribution of power between an organisation and its stakeholders, has resulted in wide 
variations in organisation-stakeholder engagement models (Halal, 2001; McVea & Freeman, 
2005). For example, the governance–based view of the firm features a bias toward the company’s 
economic goals and powerful interest groups (Scherer & Palazzo, 2007). The approach to power, 
both within the organisation, and with its stakeholders, is based on transaction cost economics. 
Organisations operating from a governance-based perspective build trust with stakeholders by 
meeting their demands for responsibility, sustainability and dependability; however attempts are 
made to limit stakeholder influence, as stakeholders are viewed as threats to managerial control. 
Organisations may project cooperative and socially desirable images to stakeholders, however 
they continue to assume a self-interest ‘bias’ shaping their communication with stakeholders. As a 
result stakeholders often express scepticism about the motives behind the company’s actions 
(Kuhn, 2008). 
The resource-based view of the firm considers corporate reputation as a resource. The company 
addresses stakeholder relationships from a perspective of building and maintaining a positive 
reputation. A ‘resource-based’ perspective is taken when identifying stakeholders associated with 
the company, and stakeholders predominantly identified are limited to suppliers and employees. 
The resource based view of the firm takes an approach to stakeholder relations that places power 
with the company, directing action and ‘managing’ interests (Halal, 2001).  
The social responsibility model of the firm, introduced in the 1960s, tends to ignore productivity, 
profit and economic goals. Studies have shown little relationship between profitability and social 
responsibility (Halal, 2001). However, as globalisation has changed the corporate environment, 
corporations have accepted increased responsibility in their globally expanded business 
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environments (Matten & Crane, 2005; Scherer & Palazzo, 2007). The social responsibility view of 
the firm incorporates communication styles of collaboration and negotiation in organisation-
stakeholder engagement models. Halal (2001) developed a ‘collaborative enterprise model’, that 
recognises stakeholders as “partners who create both economic and social value through 
collaborative problem-solving” (p. 28). Bendell (2003) suggests effective organisation-stakeholder 
dialogue must involve a tangible sharing of power. 
2.3.6. Research 
Freeman (1984) introduced the idea of the need for internal procedures to ensure the process of 
including stakeholder influence on the organisation was done in a systematic and efficient 
manner. However, very little empirical research has been done on this issue. The lack of well-
developed ways to think about stakeholder interaction has been noted by a range of scholars 
(Kuhn, 2008; Rasche & Esser, 2006; Rowley, 1997) amongst others. Research to date indicates 
important differences exist in how various stakeholders are treated communicatively. Scholes and 
Clutterbuck (1998) contend researchers have largely ignored the creation of structure and 
procedures that focus on stakeholder relationships.  
Change-communication studies found that change implementers focus more on disseminating 
information than on soliciting input such as asking advice or requesting action (Lewis et al, 2001; 
Lewis et al, 2003). Lewis et al (2003) suggest directions for future research include comparisons 
of stakeholder perceptions of organisation-stakeholder communication with the communication 
implementers’ perceptions. 
The present study compared stakeholder perceptions of competent listening practiced by 
organisational managers, with manager self perceptions of their listening competency during a 
series of organisation-stakeholder engagement events. In addition, the study explored, from both 
stakeholder and manager perspectives, whether communication processes associated with the 
organisation-stakeholder engagement events enhanced or detract from, competent organisational 
listening.  
2.4. Listening 
It will be evident to readers that the author has taken a blended approach to this study’s 
conceptual framework. In addition to literature from organisational communication, public 
relations and stakeholder engagement, a blended approach continues with a synthesis of literature 
from listening, development communication and service quality studies that contributed to 
building the foundations of this study. In particular, methodology and data analysis were 
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informed by the following selection of academic perspectives, models and taxonomies from 
listening, service quality and development communication research.  
As the framework of this study was ultimately viewed within the context of public relations, this 
section commences with an explanation of the link between public relations practice and 
organisation-stakeholder listening competency. 
2.4.1. Public relations and listening 
Some scholars have identified a gap in public relations literature regarding organisational 
listening. Fauconnier (as cited in Van Ruler, 2004) was critical of Grunig and Hunt’s four models 
of public relations, suggesting  it places little emphasis on the receiver of communication, “one is 
not only concerned with the way in which a message is expressed, but also with what happens at 
the receiving end” (p.126). Gronstedt (1997) concurs, arguing that public relations must focus on 
“what the stakeholder does with the communicated message” (p.39). Skerlap (2001) argues that 
although public relations practitioners, in their role of communicating with publics, are involved 
in discourse on almost a daily basis, the major public relations textbooks lack any discussion of 
speech and writing grounded in the theory of discourse. Skerlap (2001) suggests that rhetorical 
and discourse analysis could become central preoccupations in the field of public relations theory 
and research.  
Public relations researchers responsible for a two-decade long research project, the Excellence 
Study, note that although listening is a critical element of symmetrical public relations, it is “the 
aspect of communication that often gets short shrift in the professional public relations 
literature” (Grunig & Grunig, 2002, p. 451). Public relations textbooks concentrate on teaching 
students how to develop communication technician skills such as writing, public speaking and 
event management, but rarely focus on the other half of communication that involves gathering 
intelligence, primarily through listening (Grunig & Grunig, 2002). 
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2.4.2. A definition of listening 
A definition of listening is considered necessary at this stage of the discussion. A study of the 
literature has found there have been over fifty definitions of listening since 1925 (Glenn, 1989), 
but the definition accepted by the International Listening Association is “the process of 
receiving, constructing meaning from, and responding to spoken and/or nonverbal messages” 
(ILA Definition of Listening, 1995, p. 4.). This definition was accepted for the purposes of the 
present study.  
Contributions to the understanding of listening come from different disciplines, including 
quantative studies from speech communication, cognitive psychology and speech science, and 
qualitative studies from humanistic psychology and therapeutic communication (Witkin, 1990).  
Prior to agreement on the ILA definition, listening was defined as a linear concept, with retention 
of information as the critical feature; however by the 1980s, listening was viewed by researchers 
as a complex, multidimensional skill.   
Literature reviewed indicates meanings given to the term ‘listening’ vary from the academic to the 
organisational environment; however both business educators and scholars agree that listening 
involves a series of behaviours that can be learned and improved, and therefore most corporate 
training is approached from a behavioural perspective (Brownell, 1990, 1994a, 1994b, 2006). 
Brownell (1994a) defines listening as “a cluster of interrelated behaviours, verbal and nonverbal” 
(p. 20). When listening is viewed as a communication behaviour, rather than involving only 
cognition, social and interpersonal skills are included as necessary competencies for effective 
listening (Cooper, 1997).  
Brownell (2006), reports that the position of some academics is that listening is an exclusively 
cognitive, covert processing of information. The author suggests that the argument over whether 
listening is a covert mental process or a process involving a series of overt behaviours will 
continue indefinitely, determined by the definition of listening used by the practitioner. In a 
presentation to the International Listening Association, Witkin (1990) suggested that rather than 
continue to search for the one perfect definition of listening, listening be viewed as something 
one does, which turns the attention away from definitions. 
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2.4.3. Models of listening 
Models of listening range from simple diagrams depicting the components of listening to 
Barker’s (as cited in Witkin, 1990) more complex model. Most of the models share similar 
components, and almost all are consistent with the five most-used elements in listening 
definitions: perception, attention, interpretation, remembering and response (Glenn, 1989). 
Witkin (1990) categorised listening models into speech communication, cognitive, speech-science 
and qualitative models. A major research study shaped the conceptual definition of listening 
(Nichols & Stevens, as cited in Witkin, 1990) finding listening to be related to skills and habits 
and certain cognitive abilities, primarily the retention of information. This early research was 
conducted in classroom settings, as researchers with a speech communication background had a 
strong interest in listener comprehension of speech and retention.   
Cognitive models analyse the processes of attention and memory and are important to the 
understanding of listening (Witkin, 1990). Research in the cognitive psychology discipline is also 
experimental, based on different kinds of models of attention and memory (Witkin, 1990). 
Assessments of listening abilities within this discipline are based on standard listening tests, 
determining listening strengths and weaknesses.  
Speech-science models of listening focus on the processes that occur in the listener at the time of 
listening, the internal, auditory perceptual aspects of listening. Research in the speech-science 
discipline is mainly experimental, relying on sophisticated electronic equipment to measure the 
difference between rate of speech and rate of listening. 
Qualitative models of listening include humanistic psychology, therapeutic communication and 
interpersonal interaction based on phenomenology and observation. Qualitative methods are 
used by researchers in humanistic psychology, counselling and interpersonal communication. 
Reflective listening is described as the approach to listening used in client-therapist counselling 
(Fisher & Ertel, 1995). Methods may include self- reporting or self-rating in questionnaires, 
surveys and observation. Observation is used as a method to assess non- verbal behaviours such 
as expressions, bodily responses etc., in both the listener and speaker (Witkin, 1990).   
Of particular interest for this study is a model of listening developed by researchers, Wolvin & 
Coakley (1989) (Table 2.4.1.). The scholars depict listening in a model where a stimulus prompts 
a response after the stimulus is filtered through layers of receiving, attending to, interpreting or 
understanding the message, within the parameters of one’s worldview. This worldview or 
perspective, assigns meaning based on a combination of one’s own cultural context, intellectual 
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and emotional processes (Schwartz, 2004). Janusik (2004) describes an update of the model by 
Wolvin in 2002. Janusik (2004) describes the later inclusion by Wolvin of ‘influencers’ in the 
model, as filters that constantly affect every step of the listening process. Influencers could 
include psychological noise, environmental noise or other factors that enhance, or detract from, 
the listening experience. Wolvin has altered the model to include ‘perception’, originally an 
element of the model, as a filter that influences the elements of ‘attention’ and ‘interpretation’ 
(Wolvin, 2004 as cited in Janusik, 2004).  
Witkin (1990) summarises the variety of listening models into two categories. The first category 
accounts for “what is going on in the listener at the moment of listening” (p. 19). Janusik (2004) 
describes this first category as cognitive listening models. The second category is concerned with 
a more global picture, involving “the interaction of the listener with the speaker and the 
environment, and with affect” (Witkin, 1990, p. 19). Janusik (2004) describes this category of 
models that situate listening within the context of communication and add the response 
component, as behavioural listening models.  
Wolvin (2002)
Attention
Perception
Interpretation
Response
Reception
Influencers
Janusik,2004, p.32
 
Table 2.4.1. Wolvin’s listening model, 2002 
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2.4.4. Listening tests 
Janusik (2007) provides a comprehensive review of current listening tests, noting they can be 
categorised into two groups, recall tests and perceptual tests. The author states that both types 
offer information about the listening product but their weakness is they do not tap into the 
listening process. Listening processes are described by Wolvin & Coakley as receiving, attending 
to, and assigning meaning to messages (Wolvin & Coakley, 1993, p.18). “Equally important, none 
of the instruments is grounded in empirical research from which theory can be built” Janusik 
(2007, p.140). 
Recall listening tests are based on the premise that listening effectiveness is correct recall of the 
message. Perceptual listening tests provide perceptions of listening either by the listener (self-
reports) or by another, as a listener. According to Janusik (2007), perceptual listening tests 
recognise that communication and listening competencies are perceived by others. Janusik 
acknowledges these instruments provide a snapshot of how a person is perceived, by self or 
others, within a specific conversation (Janusik, 2004; 2007).   
Following the pattern of listening models, the range of listening instruments show two different 
approaches taken to explain listening. Theorists from the speech-science and cognitive disciplines 
attempt to explain listening from the perspective of the individual listener at the moment of 
listening, whereas listening instruments developed within the fields of humanistic psychology, 
therapeutic and interpersonal communication disciplines are concerned with a more global view 
of listening, including the interactions of the listener and speaker within their entire environment 
(Janusik, 2007, Wilkin, 1990).   
McKenzie & Clark (1995) suggest the diverse range of definitions of listening, as well as the 
extensive range of listening tests; support the argument of a current lack of listening theory. 
McKenzie & Clark (1995) contend the problem of definition has limited research in listening for 
decades and there is some contradiction in the number of theories and models that exist. As 
there is no unifying theory to link the various listening research studies together, there is not one 
unified field of study on listening. Scholars note that before a theory of listening gains widespread 
acceptance, a consensus about the elements involved in listening and consensus on models of 
listening is required (Fitch-Hauser & Hughes, 1992; Glenn, 1989).  
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2.4.5. Organisational listening 
Organisational communication literature consistently states that healthy organisations are those 
that promote effective listening (Di Salvo, 1980; Harris, 2002; Penrose et al, 2004) and that poor 
listening can cost business millions of dollars (Brownell, 1990; Steil et al, 1983). Di Salvo et al (as 
cited in Di Salvo, 1980) conducted a study to identify communication skills required by those 
entering the business organisation. Results showed that listening, advising, persuading and 
information exchange were skills necessary within organisations.  
Scholars from organisational communication, public relations and listening disciplines contend 
that listening skills cannot be separated from other communication skills within the organisation; 
that effective listening and overall effective organisational communication influence each other 
(Crane & Livesey, 2003; Heath, 2001; Hunt & Cusella, 1983). If organisations are to work 
cooperatively with communities, rather than dominating communities, then public relations 
practitioners must listen to society, learn ‘how to communicate with, rather than to their publics’ 
(Heath, 2001, p.5). Crane and Livesey (2003) agree, describing communicating ‘to’ stakeholders as 
monologic dialogue, and communicating ‘with’ stakeholders as genuine dialogue, geared towards 
problem solving and relationship building (p.47). 
Hunt and Cusella (1983) contend ineffective listening practices are associated with dysfunctional 
organisational communication. However Brownell (1994a, 2006) notes that in spite of the value 
listening is given in the workplace, very little training is given to the workforce. Lozano (2005) 
contends that accountability of the contemporary organisation should also include listening 
accountability-an accountability for building relationships with stakeholders and communicating 
what is important to maintain the relationship, ‘not drowning it in an exhibitionist flood of 
information’(p.71).  
In addition to the more traditional communication skills associated with management training, 
such as presentation and public speaking, managers involved in stakeholder dialogue require 
interpersonal communication skills. Training is required in listening, problem solving, and gaining 
an understanding of self and others (Hummels, 1998). Isaacs (1993) suggests a new range of skills 
for managers that involve learning how to set up environments in which learning can take place, 
allowing people to take risks by reflecting on their traditional assumptions and perceptions of the 
world, whilst challenging other’s beliefs and assumptions in a non-threatening environment. 
According to Hummels (1998), the traditional, hierarchical model of the organisation has been 
replaced by a model of organisations that interact with employees, customers, and community 
members. Managers become listeners rather than speakers, and the ‘most crucial requirement is 
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to listen to understand the messy complexity of problems and the different ideas others hold 
about them’ (Halal, 1998a, p. 13). 
2.4.6. Communication competency and listening 
Reviews of literature on communication competency note there are different perspectives 
regarding the concept of communication competence, although the ability to achieve one’s 
communication goals is accepted by most researchers and educators as an acceptable description 
of the term. Some scholars argue that competency includes demonstration of both cognitive and 
behavioural aspects of the skill (Bentley, 2000; Cooper, 1997; Cooper & Husband, 1993; Rhodes, 
1987, 1993). Communication competence requires at least knowledge and skill, but must also be 
judged from a social perspective of how an individual functions in a communication interaction 
(Wolvin & Coakley, 1994). Many theorists agree that relationally competent communicators are 
perceived to be ‘appropriate’ as well as ‘effective’ (Cooper & Husband, 1993; Janusik, 2007; 
Spitzberg & Cupach, 1984). Appropriate communication is described as communication which is 
socially sanctioned, meaning it follows society’s rules and norms for any given situation (Janusik, 
2007; Spitzberg & Cupach, 1984). 
Although authors agree that listening behaviour is one of the important interactive skills for 
members of organisations (Fisher & Ertel,1995; Hunt & Cusella,1983; Penrose et al, 2004) and 
both researchers and practitioners emphasise the  importance of effective listening, there are 
differences in opinion on what constitutes ‘effective listening’ (Brownell, 1994b; Lewis & 
Reinsch, 1988). Lewis & Reinsch (1988) identify following directions and suggestions, eye contact 
and portraying general attentiveness as three components of effective organisation listening.  
Cooper (1997) developed a model of organisational listening competency that assesses not only 
listening ability but also the effect of listening on the relationship between speaker and listener. 
Cooper’s two-factor model of listening competency addresses ‘accuracy’, the perception that the 
listener has accurately received and understood the message sent and ‘effectiveness’, in terms of 
supportive behaviour demonstrated to enhance the relationship between speaker and listener.  
Wolvin & Coakley (1994) argue that a model of listening competency should incorporate affective, 
cognitive and behavioural (verbal, nonverbal, interactive) dimensions. The authors state that 
competent listening requires: a willingness to engage as a communicating listener (affective), 
knowledge about listening (cognitive) and engaging in appropriate listening (behaviour) (Coakley et 
al, 1996; Wolvin & Coakley, 1994). The current study will explore affective, cognitive and 
behavioural dimensions of competent organisational listening.  
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A definition of listening competency is necessary for this study. Wolvin & Coakley’s (1994) 
dimensions of listening competency are accepted, whilst Cooper’s (1997) assertion that listening 
competency is a combination of listening ability and effective behaviour to enhance listener-
speaker relationships is also accepted. For the purposes of this study, listening competency is the 
presence of affective, cognitive and behavioural attributes that contribute to ‘accuracy’, the 
perception that the listener has accurately received and understood the message sent, and 
‘effectiveness’, where the listener demonstrates supportive behaviour to enhance the relationship 
between speaker and listener.  
 2.4.7. Listening research framework 
In McKenzie & Clarke’s (1995) review of past listening research, the authors note researchers 
continue to discuss the operationalisation and measurement of listening. Listening has most often 
been operationalised as a score on a listening test, focusing on cognitive aspects such as 
interpretation, comprehension and memory, to the exclusion of the behavioural aspects of 
listening, including eye contact, body movements, and asking questions.  
Wolvin et al (1999) developed a conceptual framework in an attempt to clarify the domains of 
listening studies. The framework identifies five areas of intellectual discussion that have 
contributed to understanding listening: theory, research, assessment, instruction and practice. By 
developing a conceptual framework on the intellectual discussion of listening, Wolvin et al (1999) 
provide direction to future studies of listening, and the opportunity to clearly frame research 
studies within one or more of the intellectual discussion domains. The five domains are not 
mutually exclusive, as research described as listening instruction could also be associated with 
listening research and listening instruction. The current study is positioned within the listening 
‘research’ and ‘practice’ domains, as it is concerned with attempting to identify characteristics and 
processes that contribute to competent organisational listening  
McKenzie & Clark (1995) note that academia has been slow to investigate listening in ‘real life’ 
situations, outside the classroom or laboratory. Wolvin and Coakley (1994) suggest that listening 
behaviour is best studied within the context of the communication process, acknowledging the 
need to measure listening within the context of what people are actually doing in practice.  
Witkin (1990) contends that listening research has often been contradictory as some researchers 
have studied the individual listener, while others have studied the total listening situation, 
including the physical environment. Witkin (1989) suggests these apparent contradictions can be 
resolved by taking a systems view of listening, which recognises that the boundaries of any 
system are determined by the researcher or interested observer.  
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Coakley et al (1996) note that most researchers concerned with measuring listening competence 
have concentrated on the assessment of only one dimension–listening skills. In some studies, 
individuals have been asked to self-report perceptions of their listening skill (Husband, Cooper & 
Monsour, as cited in Coakley et al, 1996), and the listening skills of others (Brandt, Brandt, 
Emmert, & Emmert, as cited in Coakley et al, 1996). 
2.4.7.1. Organisational listening research  
As a result of early research conducted by Nichols (as cited in Cooper, 1997) much of the 
corporate training in listening skills has focused on how well the audience could be trained to 
receive the message and gather information (Harris, 2002; Hunt & Cusella, 1983; Lewis & 
Reinsch, 1988). Cooper (1997) asserts that is has only been since the 1970s that researchers have 
accepted listening as a complex, multi-dimensional skill. 
A study by Baird & Bradley (as cited in Di Salvo & Larsen, 1987) found that business listening 
differed from classroom listening, and that factors such as interpersonal communication and 
management style can influence listening. A study by Hunt & Cusella (1983) explored the 
question of what listening actually means in organisations, and their findings were congruent with 
Baird & Bradley’s earlier study, concluding that factors such as interpersonal communication and 
management style influence the effectiveness of listening within the corporate environment. 
Hunt and Cusella’s (1983) results suggest that basic interpersonal communication such as giving 
feedback and the ability to ask questions were not practiced within organisations. The study also 
reported a lack of awareness regarding the importance of practicing effective active listening. The 
researchers suggest workplace listening may differ from classroom listening, and that standard 
listening tests, developed to measure “recall listening”, may not be suitable measures to determine 
levels of organisational listening.  
As researchers recognised that traditional listening research conducted in the classroom or 
laboratory is not necessarily relevant to the organisational context, more recent studies have 
moved toward a receiver-orientation in organisational listening training (Brownell, 1990; Cooper, 
1997). A study by Lewis and Reinsch (1988) indicates that organisational listening differs from 
classroom-oriented and counselling–oriented concepts of listening, and is composed of an 
interrelated set of concepts including attentiveness, verbal and nonverbal behaviour, attitudes, 
memory and behavioural responses.  More recent studies suggest that empathic listening is 
needed in a modern organisation, concentrating on the feeling part of the sender’s message 
(Brownell 2003; Bentley, 2000; Harris, 2002). Researchers have begun to realise that scores a 
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person may receive on a standard listening test may not correspond closely with perceptions of 
an individual’s listening ability (Brownell, 2003).   
Globalisation and advances in technology have had an impact on the way we listen and who we 
listen to. The advent of new forms of technology has been accompanied by an increase in the 
methods of communication, resulting in different ways of listening. Bentley (2000) uses the term 
‘messaging ecosystem’ to describe the workplace communication environment that now includes 
virtual technologies such as video conferencing, emails, voice-mail and mobile phones as some of 
the choices in communication tools. The use of online messaging as a form of communication 
has meant that reading has now become another form of listening. Voice-mail and email tools 
mean that we can have ‘serial’ conversations, where the speaker and listener each contribute to 
the conversation at different times.   
The increase in global businesses has meant that issues of cultural differences in listening styles 
need to be considered in workplace communication. Workers in the global economy are 
increasingly participating in multi-disciplinary team projects. Skills and techniques individuals use 
to work productively in these ever-changing, often highly technical teams include the ability to 
listen effectively, often without face-to-face communication. Bentley (2000) advocates listening 
research be conducted to explore these changes and the resulting adaptations that have been 
made to workplace listening.   
2.4.7.2. Listening expectations and perceptions research 
Coakley et al (1996) note there has been little research conducted to help individuals understand 
what is required of them in their role as listener. By understanding expectations associated with 
listening, listening researchers have an opportunity to understand the characteristics and 
processes associated with competent listening practice. The scholars conducted a study exploring 
expectations and perceptions associated with listening ability and effectiveness from a life-span 
perspective (Coakley et al, 1996; Halone et al, 1997).  
One finding from the study is a suggestion that issues relating to ‘miscommunication’ or 
interpersonal conflict could result from the difference between expected and experienced 
listening practices within various communication contexts (Coakley et al, 1996). Coakley et al’s 
(1996) study developed an inductively derived ‘Qualities associated with the Effective Listener’ 
taxonomy that provides opportunities for cross-cohort comparisons to be made, suggesting this 
taxonomy could be used as a preliminary base for further research (Halone et al, 1997) (Table 2.4.2.).  
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The QEL taxonomy 
open minded 
is attentive/focused 
willing to listen 
understands/comprehends 
establishes eye contact 
responds appropriately 
cares 
is interested 
is approachable 
uses body language appropriately 
is supportive  
is patient 
hears well 
is optimistic 
is knowledgeable 
possesses a good memory 
is responsible 
is organised 
is respectful 
is unselfish 
Table 2.4.2. Qualities associated with the effective listener (Coakley et al, 1996, p. 40) 
The authors also suggest that understanding the situational/contextual elements that contribute 
to reinforcement or violations of listening expectations would provide valuable perspectives 
regarding how competent listening practices are, or, conversely, are not achieved. No listening 
research to date has made the attempt to make as its specific research focus expectations and 
perceptions of organisational listening competency from a stakeholder perspective.   
Purdy (2000) summarises current listening research into three categories, quantitative-statistical, 
descriptive and conceptual/metaphorical (descriptive and may include narrative theory). 
Quantitative listening research includes studies to measure and assess listening skills. Purdy’s 
second category is termed descriptive research, research that works to describe rather than explain 
listening behaviour. The third category, conceptual/metaphorical listening research includes 
descriptive studies but may also include quantitative analysis. Purdy explains that these studies 
usually commence with a questionnaire or other attempt to collect perceptions about listening 
from participants. Purdy contends this method complements the methods of quantitative 
research to explain listening behaviour (Purdy, 2000, p. 50). The current study was situated within 
Purdy’s conceptual/metaphorical listening research approach, as the study attempted to explain 
listening behaviour of participants, building from previous research. 
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2.4.7.3. Qualitative research on listening 
Purdy (2004) acknowledges there has only been a small amount of qualitative research on 
listening, and argues that qualitative research is necessary for the study of the full experience of 
listening, as an understanding of listening requires a ‘holistic and open project’ that explores the 
human experience. Purdy contends most modern research about listening is limited by its 
grounding in cognitive psychology and argues that listening is more than the result of the 
assigned meanings of the listener, it is part of a multi-active (as opposed to inter-active) process 
“involving other individuals, social and cultural forces, language (or more broadly human 
expression), and a physical environment, at least” (2004 p. 48).  
Purdy (2004) describes listening as a social and cultural process, essentially about connection and 
relationships; therefore qualitative research methods such as case studies, ethnography, 
phenomenology, content analysis and hermeneutic (interpretive studies), are most useful for the 
listening field. Purdy recommends researchers not only examine the listening experience, but also 
understand how these examples of listening fit within the social and cultural context. Purdy 
(2004)states it is important to know the social context of the researcher and the data to make 
sense of the results, and have a cultural understanding of the phenomena in order to make sense 
of the data (p. 3). The results of interpersonal exchanges cannot be understood without knowing 
the population involved, the social context and the meaning of the exchanges in that social 
group.  
Purdy (2004) suggests qualitative listening research begin by describing how people actually listen 
and then see how that description fits patterns “go back to the listening experience and 
understand how these examples of listening fit within social and cultural context”, rather than 
confirm predefined models, patterns or categories (p. 4). Purdy calls for a blurring of disciplinary 
boundaries and suggests critical theory and cultural studies are useful frameworks for qualitative 
study on listening. This current study explored expectations and perceptions of listening practices 
by stakeholders and managers, within the context of organisation-stakeholder engagement events.  
Organisations involved in stakeholder communication strive to provide a quality of service that 
meets the expectations and needs of stakeholders and the organisation. By engaging in 
organisation-stakeholder communication, an organisation makes an implicit or explicit promise to 
listen to its stakeholders. This promise influences stakeholder expectations of the organisation-
stakeholder listening experience. Assessment of the quality of listening occurs when stakeholders 
compare their listening expectations prior to interaction with an organisation, to perceptions of 
listening performance during and after that interaction. As expectations are the standards against 
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which stakeholders evaluate quality of the organisation’s listening, it is important to understand 
the nature of the stakeholder listening expectations. This study posits listening as a service, 
provided by an organisation to its stakeholders, during organisation-stakeholder engagement 
events. Continuing this study’s blending of disciplinary boundaries, a review of service quality 
literature and its contribution to development of this research project follows. 
2.5. Service quality 
In this study, expectations and perceptions of organisational listening competency are explored 
from a stakeholder perspective. As expectations are the standards against which stakeholders will 
evaluate the quality of the organisation’s listening, it is important to understand the nature of the 
stakeholder listening expectations. If, as proposed in this thesis, listening is to be described as a 
service provided by an organisation to its stakeholders during organisation-stakeholder 
engagement events, then it is necessary to explore methods of estimating and managing, the 
quality of this service. 
2.5.1. Quality management 
A widely accepted definition of quality is the extent to which goods or services meet or exceed 
customer expectations (Zeithaml et al., 1990). The management literature suggests quality should 
be seen in relation to the demands of the user of the final product or service. 
The principles of quality management gained widespread acceptance in industry during the 
1970’s. The concept originally concerned quality of the output (product or service), but evolved 
to encompass a belief that, given proper worker morale, costs of production could be reduced 
whilst quality of the product or service could continue to improve “quality and cost could have 
an inverse relationship whereby costs drop even with a consistent increase in quality” (Srikanthan 
& Dalrymple, 2007, p. 175). 
Largrosen & Largrosen (2006) assert quality management is based both on western management 
thought and on ancient eastern philosophies and contains various levels or components. The 
authors describe three levels of quality management. The first level consists of practical 
techniques and procedures to improve certain aspects of the way that an organisation functions. 
The second level consists of comprehensive models and systems concerned with all aspects of 
organisational management. The models usually include points that need to be addressed in order 
to achieve organisation-wide quality. The third level contains the ‘cornerstones’ or ‘values’ of 
quality management.  The values are held by many authors to be the most important part of 
quality management. Instilling the values of quality within the organisation is the key to successful 
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quality management (Dahlgaard et al., as cited in Largrosen & Largrosen, 2006). The authors 
identify six values that are consistently evident in quality management literature: customer 
orientation, leadership commitment, participation of everybody, continuous improvement, 
process orientation and management by facts (Largrosen & Largrosen, 2006, p. 86).  
Ford’s (2001) study examined customer expectations for interactions with different types of 
service providers. Results revealed that customers who expect to have repeated contact with 
service providers had social expectations consistent with the structure of interactions as 
relationship encounters. Customers who expect a ‘relationship interaction’ expect service 
providers “to tailor their communication to address the customers’ individual needs” (p.19). In 
contrast, during service encounters that involve a single interaction, the expectation is that the 
customer and provider will remain strangers to each other.  
2.5.2. Stakeholder quality management  
Management scholars contend that a model for management in any organisation can only 
succeed if it represents the shared values of the stakeholders (Senge et al., as cited in Srikanthan 
& Dalrymple, 2007). Quality management includes analysis of the relationships that exist between 
an organisation and its stakeholders (Foster and Jonker, 2003). The scholars describe evolution of 
quality management from an emphasis on output of either a ‘tangible’ product, or an ‘intangible’ 
service, to a concern for the overall management of the organisation, including stakeholders 
external to the organisation. Foley (1999, as cited in Foster & Jonker, 2003) developed a 
‘stakeholder model of quality’ with a focus on organisational issues relevant to stakeholders in an 
attempt to “incorporate the increasing necessity for management to respond to the needs and 
expectations of increasingly diverse groups while still delivering shareholder value” (Foster & 
Jonker, 2003, p.326). The model suggests organisations develop ways to identify and meet the 
wants and expectations of stakeholders, and develop ways to communicate actions taken to meet 
stakeholder needs. 
2.5.3. Service quality, communication and listening 
Services tend to be intangible, inseparable from their provider, and inconsistent in their delivery. 
Levitt (as cited in Walker & Baker, 2000) defines a service as a promise of satisfaction. The 
promise may be made implicitly or explicitly. A service encounter involves interactive and 
interpersonal participation between consumer and service provider. Organisational 
communication scholars agree that communication impacts on community expectations 
regarding a company’s performance (Bowen & Heath, 2005; Heath, 1993). Communication 
between an organisation and its stakeholders can therefore be considered a service, provided by 
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the organisation, to its stakeholders, as a means of linking organisations and their stakeholders, 
helping the organisation to understand and to negotiate expectations with its stakeholders 
(Coombs, 2001; Kim, 2001). 
Kim (2001) contends organisational communication practitioners should offer quality products 
or services beyond the public’s expectation levels, and foster committed relationships to build 
favourable relationships with publics. Consistent with this view, Bowen & Heath (2005) contend 
the two-way symmetrical model of public relations, with its emphasis on the importance of 
reaching mutual understanding between the organisation and its publics, includes the expectation 
that practitioners listen to the concerns of the organisation’s stakeholders and advise 
management when business practices need to be modified to meet stakeholder expectations. The 
scholars caution that if an organisation makes unrealistic claims, either through its public 
documents or other external communication channels, it can create unsatisfied expectations 
about products or services.   
Over-promising, neglect of information-sharing, management attitudes to consumers and 
communication skills of service providers are factors that influence perceptions of service quality. 
Service quality has been defined as the difference between what service consumers expect and the 
service the company delivers (Parasuraman et al, 1985). Service quality has become an important 
research topic because of its apparent relationship to costs, profitability, customer satisfaction, 
customer retention and positive word of mouth. Judgment of service quality results when 
consumers of the service compare their service expectations prior to interaction with an 
organisation, to perceptions of service performance during and after that interaction. 
Parasuraman et al (1985) contend that service quality expectations relate to consumer needs, 
wants and feelings of what the service should offer. Bitner (as cited in Walker & Baker, 2000) 
asserts that providers of a service affect consumer perceptions through their specific attitudes, 
behaviours and external communications.  
2.5.4. Service quality model 
Zeithaml et al (1990) state understanding customers’ expectations is the first step in delivering 
good quality service. The authors contend that organisations dedicated to service quality must 
develop a process to monitor customers’ perceptions of service quality, identify causes of service 
quality shortfalls and take appropriate action to improve the quality of the service. Zeithaml et al 
identified five discrepancies or ‘gaps’ in the service delivery process that affect a consumer’s 
evaluation of the service experience. The five service quality gaps are:  
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Gap 1 between management perceptions of what consumers expect and consumer 
expectations  
Gap 2 management perceptions of consumer expectations and the organisation’s service 
quality standards( performance specifications)  
Gap 3 between service quality specifications and service delivery 
Gap 4 between the actual service and the promised service through the organisation’s 
advertising and other external communications 
Gap 5 the difference between expected and perceived service 
Parasuraman et al, 1985, pp.44-46. 
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Zeithaml et al (1990) developed the service quality model based on this gap analysis. The authors 
assert the key to delivering high–quality service is to close the gaps between consumer 
expectations and perceptions. Key factors affecting expected service include word of mouth, past 
experience, personal needs and external communications from the organisation (Table 2.5.1.). 
The model provides an assessment of customer views of current service quality and provides an 
insight into their expectations of what that service quality should be (Donnelly et al, 1995).  
Table 2.5.1. The service quality model (Zeithaml et al, 1990, p.23) 
SERVQUAL is an instrument designed to measure service quality by computing the gaps 
between consumers’ desired expectations and their perception of an organisation’s performance 
across five service dimensions: tangible, responsiveness, empathy, reliability and assurance 
(Parasuraman et al, 1988). Donnelly et al (1995) note that SERVQUAL investigates more than 
just the gap between consumer expectations and perceptions it also provides an opportunity to 
explore actions to improve service quality if the presence of gaps between consumer 
expectations’ and perceptions are found in one or more dimensions.   
2.5.5. SERVQUAL and listening competency  
Organisations involved in stakeholder engagement strive to provide a quality of service that 
meets the needs of stakeholders and the organisation. As previously stated, by instigating 
organisation-stakeholder engagement, an organisation makes an implicit or explicit promise to 
listen to its stakeholders. This promise influences stakeholder expectations of the organisation-
stakeholder listening experience. Assessment of service quality results when consumers of the 
service compare their service expectations prior to interaction with an organisation, to 
Word 
of Mouth
Personal 
Needs
Past 
Experience
External 
Communications
Expected 
Service
Perceived 
Service Quality
Key Factors That Influence Customers’ Expectations
Key to delivering high quality service
Close any gap between customers’ expectations & perceptions  
Zeithaml et al, 1990, p. 23
Perceived 
Service
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perceptions of service performance during and after that interaction. As expectations are the 
standards against which stakeholders evaluate service quality, it is important to understand the 
nature of stakeholder listening expectations.  
Listening researchers note that understanding what expectations are associated with the listener 
role can offer communication and listening researchers interested in competency-based issues an 
opportunity to characterise and understand those processes associated with effective listening 
practices (Coakley et al, 1996). Halone et al (1997) assert that expectations can be either 
‘predictive’ or ‘prescriptive’. Predictive expectations are described as what is predicted to occur 
rather than what is desired. Predictive expectations are those ‘most typical’ in a given culture or 
subculture. ‘Prescriptive’ expectations are described as idealised standards of conduct, regarded as 
most appropriate, desired or preferred. The authors contend the majority of research on 
interpersonal expectations has focused on predictive expectations, referring to the regularity with 
which a behavioural pattern occurs in a given culture or subculture.  
This study situates listening as a service provided by an organisation to its stakeholders, during 
organisation-stakeholder communication. Zeithamal et al’s (1990) model was considered an 
appropriate framework to guide an exploration of expectations and perceptions of organisation-
stakeholder listening competency, from the perspective of stakeholders. As stated by Donnelly et 
al (1995) the model also provides an opportunity to explore actions to improve service quality 
(listening competency), if the presence of gaps between consumer expectations and perceptions 
are found in one or more dimensions. SERVQUAL’s ‘gaps’ are described in more detail later. 
Areas of inquiry followed within the context of the current study are included (Appendix 2.1.).  
The final contribution to conceptual development of the present study is participatory 
communication literature. The relevance of participatory communication to this thesis becomes 
clear when a statement by a leading scholar in participatory communication, Jacobson(2007b) 
proposes the terms ‘participatory communication’ and ‘listening’ are interchangeable (p.14).   
2.6. Participatory communication 
A growing body of communication literature, across disciplinary boundaries, examines processes 
of public participation. Categories of public participation study include the disciplines of political, 
organisational, environmental decision-making and development communication (Deetz, 1992; 
Fisher & Urich, 1999; Jacobson, 2007a, 2007b; Jacobson & Storey, 2004; Norton, 2007). In the 
current study, differentiation between ‘participatory’ and ‘effective’ communication is explained, 
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followed by a discussion of concepts pertinent to this study from public participation in 
organisation communication and development communication. 
Critical theorist, Deetz (1992, p.94) differentiates communication events by the terms participation 
and effectiveness. “Participation deals with ‘who’ in a society or group has a right to contribute to the 
formation of meaning and the decisions of the group. It is concerned with which individuals have 
access to the various systems and structures of communication and whether they can articulate 
their own needs and desires within them.” Effective communication is described as communication 
to accomplish ends. The desired outcome of effective communication may be to transfer 
meaning or to gain/maintain control through communication. Deetz (1992) suggests all 
communicative events, including historical periods, communication theories or individual 
communication exchanges, may be identified by whether ‘participation’ or ‘effectiveness’ is the 
dominant issue. (p.9). Deetz (1992) contends most communication theories focus on effective 
transmission and persuasive effectiveness, as opposed to participation In contrast, participatory 
communication requires a concern to achieve understanding through communication, as distinct 
from the reproduction of meaning.  
2.6.1. Participatory communication in organisations 
Participation is a special case of organisational communication. Deetz (1992) cautions that the 
existence of a participative structure within an organisation does not guarantee active 
participation, and the presence of participation processes does not guarantee participatory 
communication occurs within the organisation. Cheney & Christensen (2001), concur with this 
view, stating that much organisational communication with stakeholders can be described as self-
referential communication. The authors question the motives of much external organisational 
communication, contending organisations communicate with their environment, not only to 
exchange information, but as a way of maintaining themselves and confirming their identities. 
Stakeholders may introduce an issue; however the process of managing such issues results in 
bringing in the organisation and its specific outlook on the process. For example, the 
organisation may decide which external voices deserve a hearing or how different opinions 
should be prioritised (Cheney & Christensen, 2001). Scholars also note that participation in 
organisations may be understood quite differently in various quarters of the organisation and can 
be political, as it can be controlled by a dominant group (Stohl & Cheney, 2001).  
2.6.2. Participatory communication in development 
Forms of participation within international aid development projects have been categorised by 
the terms instrumental, transformational and cosmetic, or ‘token’ participation (Fisher & Urich, 
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1999). In projects designed using instrumental participation models, control and decision-making 
power sit with development planners, and “the level of participation of people is being present to 
listen to what is being planned for them and what would be done unto them” (White, as cited in 
Fisher & Urich, 1999). Transformational participation models, described as the post-modernism 
paradigm of development, have a focus on people, enabling local people to become involved and 
emphasises strategies for empowerment (Fisher & Urich, 1999). This approach is dependent 
upon an increase in popular participation and takes into account individual and local experience 
in the development process. Transformative participation allows for communication among 
equals, rather than the broadcasting of information from experts to receivers. This can be 
facilitated in a variety of settings, including meetings, media, planning procedures and radio 
(Jacobson, 1994, p.66). Examples of stakeholder communication processes that incorporate 
transformative participation include timely dissemination of information to stakeholders, so they 
are aware of all the issues prior to engagement; information delivered in an appropriate manner, 
taking into account cultural, language and access constraints of stakeholders; and establishment 
of dialogue between the organisation and stakeholders at an early stage and maintained 
throughout the project (Fisher & Urich, 1999).  
2.6.3. Models of participation 
Literature considering both organisational and development dimensions of participation suggest a 
new breed of manager is needed, with skills to consider different points of view, problem-solve 
collaboratively and build bridges between conflicting interests to manage relationships between 
organisations and their stakeholders (Guttman, 2007; Halal, 1998b, 2001; Jacobson, 2007a, 
2007b; Jacobson & Storey, 2004).  
Both organisational and development participatory communication literature acknowledge more 
work is required to develop methods of evaluating effective two-way, participatory 
communication. A number of typologies have been developed to understand the many different 
interpretations of participatory communication within different contexts. The typologies help to 
understand the difference between these interpretations of participation and offer a basis for 
selecting communication methods that are likely to be most appropriate in a given context. The 
typologies can be used at the planning stage, to choose participatory methods on the basis of the 
type of participation required, or can be used  post-project, to categorise the type of participation 
that has occurred (Reed, 2008; Rowe & Frewer, 2005).   
Habermas’s theory of communicative action has been adapted by some researchers as a 
framework to examine whether communication between an organisation and its stakeholders is 
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aimed at increasing participatory communication rather than increasing organisational influence 
and control (Cheney, 1995; Deetz, 1992, 1995b, 2001; Forester, 1992; Jacobson, 2007a; 2007b; 
Jacobson & Storey, 2004; Mumby, 2001). A review of Habermas’s theory of communicative 
action is necessary before presenting the participatory communication model that informed this study. 
2.6.4. Habermas’s theory of communicative action 
Habermas’s theory of communicative action provides a basis for distinguishing three different 
kinds of communication: communicative action, described as communication oriented toward 
understanding; open strategic action, described as communication oriented to achieve success, and 
concealed strategic action, using manipulation or unconscious deception to achieve aims (Habermas, 
as cited in Deetz, 2001; Jacobson, 2007a; 2007b; Jacobson & Storey, 2004). Organisational 
communication scholars have used Habermas’ work on distortions of the communication 
process to support participatory communication and decision-making in organisations, and to 
identify organisational communication that is based on unequal power relations within 
organisations (Deetz, 2001). Figure 2.6.1. describes the key terms in Habermas’s analysis of 
communication. 
Social action
Strategic action
Openly strategic actionConcealed strategic action
Conscious deception
manipulation
Unconscious deception
Systematically distorted
communication
Communicative action
Habermas, 1983,p333
Habermas’s Communication Action Types.
 
Table 2.6.1. Habermas Communication Action Types (Habermas, 1984, p. 333) 
Habermas views language as the specifically human means of understanding, and understanding 
as the ‘telos’, or natural direction of human communication (Burkart, 2009; Jacobson, 2007b). 
Habermas’ theory of communicative action is described as action oriented to reaching mutual 
understanding, social integration and socialisation (Friedland, 2001). Deetz (1992) describes 
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mutual understanding as a focus “on reaching openly formed agreement regarding the subject 
matter under discussion, rather than on the agreement of the perspective of the participants” (p. 160).  
According to communicative action theory, every speech act can function in communication by 
virtue of unconscious presumptions made by speaker and listener. The unconscious 
presumptions, termed validity claims, are: 1) comprehensibility, presenting an understandable 
expression; 2) asserting a knowledge proposition truthfully; 3) appropriateness, establishing legitimate 
social relations, and 4) sincerity, being able to express one’s own authentic interests, needs and 
feelings (Deetz, 2001).  
Habermas contends these presumptions, or validity claims, may not be met in every instance of 
discourse, in which case the truth, appropriateness, comprehensibility or sincerity of a statement 
may be challenged. In such situations, assertion/counter-assertion, questions/answers and 
genuine conversation, involving dialogue, are necessary for the achievement of mutual 
understanding between parties. Habermas’s central goal in working with dialogue is “to bring 
about the conditions of rational participatory democracy, in which existing needs can be critically 
assessed and transformed” (Habermas, as quoted in Kersten, 2000, p. 237). During challenges to 
validity claims, the following dialogic conditions are necessary: there must be symmetrical 
opportunities to contribute to the discussion for all participants, participants must be free to 
question any proposal, and be able to introduce any proposal for discussion (Deetz, 2001; 
Jacobson, 2007a, 2007b).  
2.6.5. Communicative action and public relations  
The two-way symmetrical and two-way asymmetrical, models of public relations have close 
parallels with the concepts of speech conditions in Jacobson’s participatory communication 
model, derived from Habermas’s (1984) theory of communicative action. A summary of the two 
public relations models, highlighting parallels with Habermas’s concepts of communicative action 
and concealed strategic action follows.  
2.6.5.1. Asymmetrical communication  and concealed strategic action  
The two-way asymmetrical model of public relations is described by public relations scholars as 
one-way information flow, from the organisation to its stakeholders. The process of asymmetrical 
communication can be explained as action by an organisation to “persuade publics to behave as 
the organisation wants” (Dozier et al, 1995, p.13, as cited in Tuite, 2006). Habermas uses the 
term ‘strategic action’ to describe situations where genuine conversation is precluded, or 
communication is one-sided (Deetz, 1992). According to Habermas, strategic action can be 
unconscious or consciously practiced, by the communicator (Table 2.6.1.) The process, termed 
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‘asymmetrical communication’ by public relations scholars is described by Habermas as a form of 
‘concealed strategic action’, termed ‘conscious deception’, or ‘manipulative action’. The 
manipulator deceives at least one of the other participants, behaving in a ‘pseudoconsensual 
manner’ (Deetz, 1992). Public relations scholar, Cohen (as cited in Tuite, 2006) uses a similar 
term, ‘pseudoparticipation’, to describe efforts where an authority intentionally misleads people 
into believing they can influence the decision-making process, whilst simultaneously using efforts 
to persuade participants to accept a decision already made by the authority.  
The second form of ‘concealed strategic action’ is described in Habermas’s (1984) 
communicative action theory, as ‘unconscious deception’, or ‘systematically-distorted 
communication’ (Deetz, 1992) (Table 2.6.1.). This form of concealed strategic action may not 
necessarily be deliberate. Individuals may believe they are engaged in communication to achieve 
mutual understanding, when they are actually engaged in concealed one-way communication, 
concealed even to them. Systematically distorted communication is concealed strategic action in 
which the organisation is deceived in presuming itself to be referential and open to its external 
environment. In organisations, concealed systematically distorted communication can exist in 
self-producing; ‘self-referential’ systems. Parallels with public relations theory are apparent. In 
public relations theory, an organisation that functions with a myopic worldview, considering the 
organisation as the central point of reference, is termed a ‘closed-system’ (Grunig, 2001). Public 
relations and participatory communication scholars describe an organisation that operates from a 
closed-system worldview as one that does not adapt to its external environment, unable to form a 
relationship to the outside on the outside’s own terms (Deetz, 1992; Grunig, 2001).  
2.6.5.2. Symmetrical communication and mutual understanding 
Parallels between public relations and participatory communication are evident in the description 
of two–way, symmetrical public relations. The two-way symmetrical model of public relations is 
considered a major determinant of public relations excellence (Dozier et al, 1995; Grunig, 1992; 
Grunig & Grunig, 2002). An organisation with a symmetrically presupposed worldview is 
characterised by open-mindedness and respect for others (Tuite, 2006). The organisation 
operates within an open-systems environment, embracing the concept that mutual understanding 
between an organisation and its environment involves dialogue, collaboration and participatory 
decision-making processes (Dozier et al, 1995; Grunig & Grunig, 2002). Public relations 
symmetry is “less about achieving consensual outcomes than it is about the dialogic, collaborative 
process that brings parties to that outcome” (Tuite, 2006, p.369). Habermas’s (1984) description 
of communicative action, or action aimed at achieving ‘mutual understanding’, has strong 
parallels, with its emphasis on a dialogic process, as opposed to outcomes. The term ‘mutual 
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understanding’, focuses “attention on reaching openly formed agreement regarding the subject 
matter under discussion, rather than on the agreement of the perspective of the participants” (Deetz, 
1992, p. 160).  
Organisational communication scholars caution that the adoption of Habermas’ communicative 
action theory as a framework for conducting empirical research, should not limit research 
outcomes to the presence or absence of the ‘ideal discourse’. In recognising Habermas’s theory as 
normative rather than positive, the researcher is free “to investigate the actual communicative 
practices shaping relationships” (Forester, 1992, p. 63). Jacobson (2007b) concurs, noting the 
fulfilment of validity claims and speech conditions is normally an approximation, and the concept 
of  validity claims ‘being met’ is both subjective, and, in daily practice, a matter of degree.  
2.6.6. Jacobson’s model of participatory communication 
In an effort to answer the question, ‘how can organisations differentiate communication events 
that are participatory from those that are not?’ Jacobson (2007b) posits Habermas’ 
communicative action theory be used as a basis for assessing levels of participation, in terms of 
communication, within a given context (Jacobson, 2007a, 2007b). Jacobson contends a given 
communication exchange can be described as oriented toward understanding, termed 
participatory communication by Jacobson, if all individuals are free to engage in any form of 
speech condition with the aim of challenging any validity claim (Jacobson, 2007a, 2007b). 
As previously stated, Jacobson (2007b) proposes the terms ‘participatory communication’ and 
‘listening’ are interchangeable. “If citizens are allowed to challenge ....validity claims, and if speech 
conditions are fully met in resulting debates, then citizens are more likely to feel they have been 
heard” (p. 14). Jacobson has developed an assessment tool, comprising questionnaire items 
covering aspects of public dialogue identified in Habermas’s theory of communicative action 
(Table 2.6.2.). Jacobson’s assessment tool is of particular interest to this study, as, according to 
Jacobson, the questionnaire items are intended to provide assessment of participants’ views on 
whether they were heard during a specific communicative event.  
Jacobson’s model includes sample questions for the four validity claims and three ideal speech 
conditions. Jacobson (2007b) contends the variety of questions that could be posed would vary 
depending on the context. According to Jacobson (2007b), if each category is represented in the 
study, using either qualitative or quantitative techniques “the theory suggests that fundamentally 
important aspects of communication in the public sphere will be systematically covered” (p.17). 
Jacobson states the model is applicable in a range of communicative contexts, including meetings, 
festivals, or media campaigns. 
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Validity/Speech Criteria Illustrative Questions 
Knowledge/truth  Do you feel the organisation was knowledgeable about the 
opportunities or threats and/or local conditions? 
Appropriateness Do you feel the organisation behaved in a manner that is 
appropriate given its legal mandate and responsibilities? 
Sincerity Do you feel the organisation was sincere in its attempts to 
address stakeholder concerns and/or solve local problems? 
Comprehension Do you feel stakeholders understand the organisation’s position 
and the issues involved? 
Do you feel you understand stakeholders’ positions and the 
issues involved? 
Do you feel stakeholders understood what you were trying to tell 
them?  
Do you feel you understand what stakeholders were trying to tell 
you? 
Symmetric 
opportunities 
Did you feel you or others like you were given equal 
opportunities to challenge organisational policy?  
Free to raise any 
proposition 
Did you or others like you feel you were free to raise any 
proposal or idea you wished for discussion? 
Equal treatment of 
propositions 
Do you feel the organisation treated your position and/or 
viewpoints fully and to your satisfaction? 
Table 2.6.2. Illustrative question types (adapted from Jacobson, 2007a, 2007b). 
Jacobson’s (2007a, 2007b), participatory communication model provided this study with a method 
of data analysis to examine whether stakeholders participating in organisational-stakeholder 
engagement believed the organisation listened to them, and the extent to which stakeholders 
believed their views were represented during the engagement event.  
2.7. Summary 
This concludes presentation of the conceptual framework for this study. The study was 
positioned as a multi-disciplinary qualitative research project, providing a critical-constructive 
examination of organisation–stakeholder listening competency.  
This chapter builds a theoretical framework from organisational communication, public relations 
and stakeholder engagement literature, with an understanding that the overall context for the 
study is public relations. Topics explored include relationship management, organisational culture 
and power, processes and procedures involved in organisation-stakeholder engagement, dialogue 
and listening. Literature from listening, development communication and service quality studies 
that contributed to building the foundations of this study was discussed.  
A definition of ‘listening competency’ was developed for this study, and the influence of 
expectations on stakeholder perceptions of listening competency was explored. Coakley et al’s 
(1996) ‘Qualities of an Effective Listener’(QEL), taxonomy provided an initial comparative base 
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for this study to view expectations and perceptions of listening practices from stakeholders and 
organisation members, within the context of organisation-stakeholder engagement events. 
The author posits that listening be considered a service, provided by an organisation to its 
stakeholders during organisation-stakeholder engagement. Theories and concepts of service 
quality integral to this study were reviewed. SERVQUAL, a model designed to measure service 
quality by discovering gaps between expectations and perceptions, informed conceptual 
development of this study. The terms ‘listening’ and ‘participatory communication’ were accepted 
as interchangeable, leading to an exploration of theories associated with participatory 
communication. Concepts from one participatory communication model, developed to 
differentiate communication events that are participatory from those that are not, contributed to 
development of the study.   
2.7.1. Significance of the study 
The overall research purpose was to explore stakeholder perceptions of an organisation’s 
listening competency during organisation-stakeholder engagement events. The findings from this 
study extend current knowledge of public relations’ role in developing and maintaining 
relationships with stakeholders.  
This study makes two contributions to the literature. The first contribution was to explore 
whether organisations have an accurate understanding of stakeholder expectations of ‘listening 
organisations’ and what is important to them. The second contribution was to address an 
apparent gap in existing literature on specific communication strategies considered, by both 
stakeholders and the organisation, to facilitate competent listening between an organisation and 
its stakeholders.  
The aim of study was to bring clarity to organisations struggling to ensure that the processes used 
for organisation-stakeholder engagement enhance, rather than detract from, competent listening 
between an organisation and its stakeholders. This information can be used to improve training 
for management involved in organisation-stakeholder consultation. 
An important contribution of the study was to explore the possibility of unifying listening 
research with participatory communication research, enabling a deeper understanding of qualities 
associated with a competent listening organisation, and conversely, qualities associated with an 
organisation that was not considered to listen competently to its stakeholders, from the 
perspectives of stakeholders.  
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2.7.2. Research Questions 
To explore the above issues, the following questions were developed: 
RQ.1. Does the organisation have an accurate understanding of what stakeholders expect from an ‘effective 
listening organisation’?  
RQ.2. How do stakeholders assess organisational listening competency? 
RQ3. Is there any discrepancy between stakeholder expectations and their actual perceptions of the organisation’s 
listening competency? 
RQ.4. What factors enhance or impede competent listening between an organisation and its stakeholders? 
RQ.5. What can be learned from the experiences of stakeholders and managers in this study that informs theory 
and practice within the specialised form of organisational communication, organisation-stakeholder 
engagement? 
The objective in this study was not to produce a normative model of organisation–stakeholder 
listening, but to explore organisation listening practices within a specific context, using a 
framework that connects, assesses and extends current literature. 
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CHAPTER THREE: METHODS 
3.1. Rationale for qualitative methodology 
This chapter describes the research methodology employed to gather, interpret and analyse data, 
in order to answer the research questions posed in Chapter 2. Scholars argue there are many 
possible relationships between qualitative and quantitative approaches; however the decision on 
whether to use a quantitative or qualitative approach, or perhaps multiple methods, should be 
determined by the overall research purpose and research questions (Huberman & Miles, 2002; 
Silverman, 2006; Taylor & Trujillo, 2001). 
3.1.1. Qualitative research methods 
Qualitative research encompasses a variety of methods variously referred to as interpretive, 
naturalistic, phenomenological or ethnographic, to identify the form and nature of a 
phenomenon (Huberman and Miles, 2002; Taylor & Trujillo, 2001). A qualitative methodology 
emphasises inductive, interpretive methods to describe and explain events in the every day world. 
(Taylor & Trujillo, 2001). 
Phenomenology attempts to describe the essential structures of human experience, the schema 
and themes. The phenomenological description may begin with a focus on the context, tradition 
or culture within which the study is situated, to generate meaning of the experience within the 
socially-located context (Purdy, 1989; 2004). Purdy (2004) advises listening researchers to not 
only examine the listening experience, but also understand how these examples of listening fit 
within the social and cultural context, to understand listening within its natural setting. Imhof 
(1998) concurs, advocating the need to consider the type of listening situation when studying the 
process of listening, as different listening activities are required in different situations. Purdy 
(1989) contends human studies, including listening research, are concerned with experience and 
the experiencing subject. In listening research, concern is with the act of experiencing listening, 
and the person experiencing the listening. In this study, the concern was to explore the listening 
competency of two organisations within a specific context, organisation-stakeholder engagement events.  
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3.2. The case study 
A case study is described as “a research strategy which focuses on understanding the dynamics 
present within single settings” (Eisenhardt, 1989, p.534). Yin (2009, p.130) recommends case 
study research as the preferred strategy when answering ‘how’ and ‘why’ types of questions and 
when seeking to understand a contemporary phenomenon within its real-life context. The scope 
of this study, to explore organisational listening competence within the context of real-life, 
contemporary organisation-stakeholder engagement events, led to the conclusion that case study 
methodology was appropriate. Each organisation-stakeholder event examined was a 
contemporary event, during which the researcher could not manipulate relevant behaviours. 
The case study relies on multiple sources of evidence. Yin (2009) describes the case study’s 
unique strength as its ability to deal with “a full variety of evidence including documents, artifacts, 
interviews and observations” (p.11). In this study, multiple sources of evidence available included 
interviews, observation, documents and archival records.  
Eisenhardt (1989) states the case study can be used to provide description, test theory or to 
generate theory. The interest in this study was to provide description. The literature review in 
Chapter 2 benefits this study by development of theoretical propositions that guided data 
collection and analysis (Yin, 2009). 
3.2.1. Research study design  
The case study is recognised as a separate research method that has its own research design (Yin, 
2009, p.130).  Yin describes five components of a research design for case studies. The first 
component comprises the study’s research questions. The literature review, presented in Chapter 
two, developed theoretical propositions that guided data collection to answer the research 
questions (Yin, 2009). According to Yin (2009, p.131) the second component of case study 
research design is the topic of exploration. This study explored the attributes (attitudes, skills and 
behaviours) and qualities that stakeholders expected from an organisation during a stakeholder-
organisation event. This was followed by an exploration of managers’ levels of understanding of 
attributes and qualities of listening competency that stakeholders expected during the 
organisation-stakeholder engagement event. A comparison of stakeholder listening expectations, 
with managers’ understanding of stakeholder expectations, was then possible.  
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In addition, the study explored possible causes for any gaps between stakeholder expectations, 
and their actual experience of organisational listening competence, during their respective 
organisation-stakeholder events. Conditions that stakeholders perceived as indicators of effective, 
and, conversely, non-effective organisational listening were explored. 
The process of clarifying the subject of exploration assists in defining the third component of 
case study research design, the ‘unit of analysis’ in the study (Yin, 2009). A ‘case’ can be defined 
as an organisation, a community, an event or entity other than a single individual (Yin, 2009). In 
this study, the units of analysis were the organisation–stakeholder engagement events. The focus 
of the research was to explore participants’ expectations and perceptions of organisational 
listening during six organisation-stakeholder engagement events.  
During the analysis stage of a study, case study data is linked to the initial study propositions 
(Yin, 2009). The logic linking the data to the propositions, and criteria for interpreting the 
findings indicate what is to be done after the data is collected (Yin, 2009). These final two 
components of research design provide guidance when deciding what data is to be collected (Yin, 
2009). A description of analytic strategies and techniques considered suitable for linking data to 
propositions in this study are described.  
3.2.2. Analytic strategy and technique 
In the current study the analytic strategy was to allow theoretical orientations guide development 
of a case study protocol; indicating what data was to be collected, and the method of data analysis 
(Miles & Huberman, 1994; Yin, 2009). Results from previous listening studies, including Coakley 
et al’s (1996) ‘Qualities of an Effective Listener (QEL taxonomy) and Cooper’s (1997) model of 
listening competency, assisted in developing a framework for collection and analysis of data 
suitable for exploration of participants’ listening expectations and perceptions. Jacobson’s (2007a; 
2007b) model of participatory communication provided an additional framework for data 
analysis.  
Scholars emphasise the importance of anticipating and specifying rival explanations for a study’s 
findings during design stage (Silverman, 2006; Yin, 2009). In this study, collection of contrasting 
perspectives was included as an additional analytic strategy. Yin (2009) contends this strategy 
generally works with the earlier strategy described, to rely on theoretical propositions for the 
study. During design of the research project, the possibility that stakeholders and managers may 
provide contrasting perspectives about organisational listening competency was identified. As a 
result, data collection included gathering perspectives from stakeholders and managers, as 
perspectives of both stakeholders and managers were central to the entire study’s analysis.  
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The computer software program, NVivo was used as a tool to assist in managing the extensive 
amount of data collected. Using NVivo, a database was established for each case-study. Interview 
transcripts, meeting observation data, and documents collected at each organisation-stakeholder 
engagement event were stored in their respective case-study database within NVivo. The 
software program provided tools for design of the study’s initial coding structure. NVivo uses the 
term ‘node’ to describe each coding category. Listening, service quality and participatory 
communication theoretical frameworks guided design of an a priori coding scheme within NVivo. 
A priori coding ‘nodes’, based on information to look for in the transcripts that would answer, or 
be relevant to, the first three research questions, were designed and added to each case-study 
database (Appendix 3.1.). Miles and Huberman (1994) describe this process as developing a set of 
provisional codes based on the conceptual framework, research questions and key variables the 
researcher brings to the study (p.58). It was anticipated that the coding structure would be refined 
continuously as data from each of the six cases was interpreted (Miles & Huberman, 1994).  
A variety of analytic techniques are available to link data to propositions. For this study individual 
case studies and cross-case synthesis were selected as suitable analytic techniques. The data 
collected enabled within-case analysis of individual case studies and a range of cross-case 
syntheses. Case study data was initially analysed by building an explanation about each case. This 
process provided an in-depth exploration of each case, as a separate entity. The inclusion of six 
case studies provided the opportunity to conduct cross-case comparisons, where the instrumental 
case study was extended to cover several cases, to learn more about “the phenomenon, 
population or general condition” (Punch, 1998, p.437). In addition to individual within-case 
analysis to study each case in its entirety, three cross-case syntheses were conducted:  
• intra-organisation comparison (comparison of results between cases within each 
organisation); 
• inter-organisation comparison (organisation A compared to organisation B );  
• cross-cohort comparisons (comparison of results from stakeholders with results 
from  managers). 
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3.3. Sample 
A multi-case study design requires decisions about the number of case studies to include, 
selection of cases, and selection of interview participants. Decisions made about each topic are 
described.  
3.3.1. Selection of cases  
A replication approach to multiple case research was taken in this study (Yin, 2009). Each 
individual case consisted of a ‘whole’ study. Each case study’s conclusions were considered to be 
the information needing replication by the other five case studies. Both individual case and 
multiple-case results were the focus. Across cases, results would indicate the extent of the 
replication logic. Yin (2009) states an important step in replication procedures is the development 
of a rich theoretical framework “the framework needs to state the conditions under which a 
particular phenomenon is likely to be found (a literal replication) as well as the conditions when it 
is not likely to be found (a theoretical replication)”( p 54).  
The literature review in Chapter two developed theoretical propositions that guided selection of 
cases for the study. Two global organisations with established organisation-stakeholder 
committees were identified as potential participants. Initial contact was made via an email sent to 
the Corporate Communications Manager at each organisation, describing the research project 
and asking whether the organisation was interested in participating. Both organisations expressed 
interest in participating in the study, and a meeting was arranged between the researcher and the 
person responsible for community relations (Community Relations Manager) at each 
organisation. Commitment was made to both organisations that the identities of the organisations 
would not be revealed.  
After separate discussions with the two Community Relations Managers and discussion with the 
study’s Principal Supervisor, it was decided both organisations met the criteria required for the 
study. Both organisations are large, engineering-based corporations with Australian and 
international operations. Each organisation identified a range of issues that had potential to be 
resolved to the satisfaction of external stakeholders and the organisation. Both organisations’ 
stakeholder-engagement committees involved face-to-face communication between organisation 
representatives and external stakeholders, and provided opportunities for simultaneous 
communication exchanges between stakeholders and organisation representatives.  
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A total of six separate organisation-stakeholder engagement events, three from organisation A 
and three from organisation B, were identified as suitable, based on the study’s criteria and 
theoretical propositions. All six case studies were scheduled to occur between November 2005 
and December 2006.  
3.3.2. Selection of deviant cases  
Case study selection for this research was guided by the theoretical proposition that a new breed 
of manager is required to manage stakeholder relationships with an organisation. In the literature 
review presented in Chapter 2, public relations and organisational communication scholars 
contend communication departments within organisations that regularly monitor the 
organisation’s internal and external environment, and provide community-consultation skills 
training for managers involved in stakeholder engagement, positively influence an organisation’s 
relationship with its stakeholders (Brownell, 1990; Cooper, 1997; Grunig & Grunig, 2002). To 
pursue the proposition that communication training for managers positively influences 
stakeholder perceptions of an organisation’s listening competence, two cases where the managers 
involved in the organisation-stakeholder engagement events had received community-
consultation skills training were selected for the study, and four cases where participating 
managers had received no community-consultation skills training, were selected for the study. 
As the study involved two organisations, it was necessary to isolate ‘community-consultation 
skills training’, as the variable, and not ‘the organisation’. To address this, organisation A 
provided two cases where participating managers had undergone community–consultation skills 
training, and one case where participating managers had not undergone training. In the three 
cases provided by Organisation B, the only manager who had undergone community-
consultation skills training was the Community Relations Manager. All other participating 
managers from organisation B had not received any training in community-consultation.  
In summary, two cases that represent ‘deviant’ cases on one dimension, community-consultation 
skills training, were selected for the study (Eisenhardt, 2002). The study explored whether 
empirical evidence supported the theoretical proposition that community-consultation skills 
training had a positive influence on stakeholder perceptions of organisational listening 
competence (Silverman, 2006; Yin, 2009). It was predicted that stakeholders would perceive less 
competent listening practices during their respective organisation-stakeholder events in the four 
case studies that lacked this dimension than stakeholders from the two ‘deviant’ cases that 
possessed this dimension.  
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3.3.3. Selection of interview participants 
A theoretical sampling strategy was employed to select interview participants. “Theoretical 
sampling is concerned with constructing a sample … which is meaningful theoretically, because it 
builds in certain characteristics or criteria which help to develop and test your theory and 
explanation” (Mason, 1996, p.93-4). To determine a theoretical sample of interview participants, 
a group of stakeholders and organisation representatives from each unit of analysis was 
interviewed.  
To maximise descriptive validity a minimum of six informants was interviewed from each case 
study, comprising a minimum of three stakeholders and three organisation representatives 
participating in the same organisation-stakeholder engagement event. It was anticipated that 
descriptively different accounts of the same situation may be given by informants. To maximise 
descriptive validity in instances where different accounts of the same situation were evident, data 
was examined to ascertain whether the differences were due to differences in the perspectives of 
informants, or whether it was necessary to revisit the situation with informants to reach an 
agreement on their descriptive accuracy.  
The procedure employed to recruit a group of stakeholders and organisation representatives at 
each organisation-stakeholder engagement event follows. 
Prior to each organisation–stakeholder engagement event (committee meeting), the Community 
Relations Manager (CRM) informed all invited stakeholders and organisation representatives 
(managers) that the organisation had agreed to participate in a research project with RMIT 
University. All potential informants were sent a letter (Plain Language Statement) that provided 
an outline of the study, and ethical standards adhered to by RMIT University research projects 
(Appendix 3.2.). The CRM advised all potential informants that their names and contact details 
would be provided to the PhD student, who would approach some committee participants and 
request their participation in a 45-minute interview. The CRM asked all stakeholders and 
organisation representatives to inform him/her if they did not want their contact details given to 
the PhD student. 
The investigator randomly selected a minimum of six participants for each case; three 
stakeholders and three managers from the list provided by the CRM, and contacted them, either 
by telephone or email, requesting their participation in the study. Each person booked for an 
interview indicated their intention to attend the proposed committee meeting. Prior to their 
interview, participants were informed the purpose of the research was to study organisation-
stakeholder communication, but were not told that questions would specifically explore listening 
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(Appendix 3.2.). This precaution was taken to minimise the risk of stakeholders or managers 
altering their listening behaviour during committee meetings, due to prior knowledge concerning 
the research topic.  
Interviews were scheduled for a time convenient to each interviewee, either at the venue of the 
committee meeting, or at a place convenient to the interviewee. Interviews were held at 
conclusion of the committee meeting, or at conclusion of the interviewee’s participation in the 
meeting. Most interviews were scheduled for the same day as the committee meeting; if this was 
not possible, a time for the interview was arranged no later than one week after the meeting. At 
the commencement of each interview, participants were provided with a second copy of the Plain 
Language Statement (Appendix 3.2.) and, in compliance with RMIT research procedures, a copy 
of the ‘informed consent’ form (Appendix 3.3.)  
Scholars advise there are no strict rules as to how many interviews should be conducted for a 
qualitative study. Warren (as cited in Tuite, 2006) advises a publishable study should include 
twenty to thirty interviews. Forty-one interviews were conducted for this study. A total of twenty 
stakeholders and nineteen managers were interviewed across the six case studies. An additional 
two interviews were conducted with the Community Relations Manager from each organisation. 
A summary of interview participants is described in Appendix 34.  
3.4. Data collection techniques 
One of the characteristics of case studies is that multiple sources of data and multiple data 
collection methods are likely to be used, typically in a naturalistic setting (Punch, 1998). In this 
study, data was collected from four sources: interviews, observation, documents, and archival 
records. A description of each data source follows.  
3.4.1. Interviews 
Listening, service quality and public relations literature informed the design of two interview 
instruments. Listening scholars contend that understanding the qualities, characteristics and 
abilities that the communication receiver (listener), must posses, to be regarded as a competent 
communicator, is an integral step in meeting expectations (Coakley et al, 1996; Halone et al, 
1997). Cooper’s (1997) method of administering two separate interview instruments to compare 
perceptions with self-perceptions was incorporated in the interview design. In response to these 
studies, two interview protocols were developed for the study.  
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3.4.2. Interview protocol  
A 17-item interview protocol, consisting of pre-determined questions to guide the semi-
structured, in-depth interviews with stakeholders, was designed (Yin, 2009). The interview 
protocol included a set of attachments for stakeholders to view and write on during their 
interviews (Appendix 3.5.). A 21-item interview protocol was designed to guide the semi-
structured, in-depth interviews with managers. Attachments for managers to view and write on 
during their interview were included (Appendix 3.5).  
The stakeholder interview protocol was designed to elicit expectations of the organisation’s 
listening competence, and perceptions of managers’ listening competence, during the committee 
meeting. The manager interview protocol was designed to explore managers’ understanding of 
stakeholders’ expectations and self-perceptions of their listening behaviour during the committee 
meeting.   
Interview questions were designed to link theoretical concepts with language familiar to 
informants. Interpretive accounts were grounded in the language of the people studied, and relied 
as much as possible on their words and concepts. Maxwell (2002) describes secondary descriptive 
validity as accounts of things that could in principle be observed but were described by 
informants. In this study each informant described the specific event (committee meeting) in 
their own language and from their own unique perspective. 
Informants were prompted to use the terms ‘attitudes’, ‘skills’ and ‘behaviours’ in their 
descriptions as these concepts were considered familiar to informants. During interviews the 
terms were described to each informant by the researcher to ensure descriptive validity. The 
terms “competent” and “listening competency” were not used in interviews. The more common 
vernacular of ‘effective’ and ‘not effective’ were used to elicit perceptions of the quality of 
organisational listening participants experienced during their respective committee meetings.  
The interview protocols included questions to explore discrepancies between stakeholder 
expectations of an organisation that listened competently and managers’ understanding of 
stakeholder expectations (Zeithaml et al, 1990). 
Interviews were approximately 45-minutes to one hour in duration. To address descriptive 
validity, all interviews were recorded and transcribed word-by-word. Field notes were taken 
during each interview to supplement interviews.  
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After observation of six case studies and forty-one interviews between November 2005 and 
December 2006, the interviews were considered to have become theoretically saturated. New 
observations and interviews were adding little value to the concepts under investigation, or to an 
explanation of the data (Glaser & Strauss, as cited in Eisenhardt, 2002; Leininger, as cited in 
Whittemore et al, 2001). 
3.4.3. Observation 
Committee meetings were held in a range of cities and regional towns throughout Victoria and 
New South Wales, Australia. Each committee meeting was held at a different venue. To reduce 
the influence of the researcher’s subjective perspective when interpreting data, the researcher 
remained in the building that each committee meeting was held in for the duration of each 
meeting, but was not present in the room during each committee meeting. 
The research questions and theoretical framework of the study guided observations associated 
with each committee meeting. Field notes were compiled at each meeting based on observations 
of the venue, the room selected, meeting set-up, furnishings and catering arrangements. 
This study takes an ‘emic’ perspective; the study seeks to comprehend phenomena not on the 
basis of the researcher’s perspective, but from those of the participants (Maxwell, 2002). Maxwell 
(2002) employs a critical realism approach to the concept of validity, noting “it is always possible 
for there to be different, equally valid accounts from different perspectives” (p.41).  This study 
adopted Maxwell’s approach, accepting the assertion that the researcher was an observer, but also 
a participant in the world; it was not possible to remove personal experience to obtain an 
observer-independent account of what was experienced. The researcher is required to be 
reflexive, as a measure of reducing the researcher’s subjective perspective from the informants’ 
perspectives of the phenomenon under investigation (Maxwell, 2002; Whittemore et al, 2001). As 
stated earlier, to reduce the influence of the researcher’s subjective perspective when interpreting 
data, the researcher was not present in the room during each committee meeting. Interviews, 
documents and archival records represented additional evidence collected from each case study 
as a measure of interpretive validity.  
3.4.4. Documents and archival records  
Accounts of informants’ meanings are always “constructed by the researcher(s) on the basis of 
participants’ accounts and other evidence” (Maxwell, 2002, p.49). Various documents including 
meeting minutes, emails, position descriptions, agendas, letters, were collected to supplement 
observations, interviews and archival records. Both organisations allowed the researcher access to 
written guidelines and protocols developed for staff involved in stakeholder engagement. In 
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addition, committee charters, or terms of reference, developed for the respective committees, 
were collected for examination. Archival documents collected included annual reports and web 
resources. Site-specific wall calendars, designed and printed annually by three sites included in the 
study, were collected.  
3.4.5. Triangulation  
Triangulation made possible by multiple data collection methods can assist to verify findings 
(Eisenhardt, 1989). In this study ‘layering’ of subjective data to gain insight into the knowledge, 
attitudes and perspectives of the informants, includes historical and demographic information, to 
provide context for each participant’s involvement in the organisation-stakeholder engagement 
event (Sorin-Peters, 2004). Incorporation of Cooper’s (1997) method of administering two 
separate interview instruments, to compare observations of stakeholders with self-reports of 
managers provided an additional method to manage threats to validity; supplemented with 
observation, document and archival reports analysis.  
3.4.6. Pilot study  
One case from each organisation was selected for inclusion in the pilot study. A pilot case study 
helps to refine data collection plans with respect to both content of the data and the procedures 
to be followed (Wimmer & Dominick, 2003; Yin, 2009). The pilot study assisted in refining 
research design, field procedures, and questions in the two interview protocols. As a result of the 
pilot study, additional contextual questions were added to the stakeholder and manager interview 
protocols (Appendix 3.5.). Procedures for data storage during on-site interviews, and data 
management procedures were reviewed and refined to ensure veracity of the study (Lee & 
Fielding, 2004).  
3.4.7. Generalisability  
Yin (2009, p.131) states generalisability is based on the assumption that this theory may be useful 
in making sense of similar persons or situations. The research design for this study addressed 
issues of population sample and representativeness to validate drawing inferences from the cases 
to other organisation-stakeholder engagement events. Theoretical sampling was done in this 
study to ensure the researcher understood variations in the phenomena of interest, organisation-
stakeholder engagement events.  
Maxwell (2002) considers that interviews pose problems for internal generalisability because “the 
interview is a social situation and inherently involves a relationship between the interviewer and 
the informant” (p.54). Interviews were conducted and analysed with an understanding that the 
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nature of the interview situation and the researcher–informant relationship had some influence 
on what occurred during each interview and that informant’s actions and views could differ in 
other situations. 
This study does not make a claim to evaluate organisation-stakeholder engagement events. The 
study focused on participants’ evaluation of an organisation’s listening competency during a 
specific event. Communication factors considered to enhance or impede competent 
organisational listening (Research Question 4) were derived from analysis of participants’ 
responses to Research Questions 1-3. The interpretation of results was based on the perspectives 
of participants in the study, not on the researcher’s personal observations or evaluations of ‘good’ 
or ‘bad’ communication strategies evident during the study.   
3.5. Data coding and management 
Forty-one interviews were recorded and transcribed. Handwritten notes from each interview 
were added to the interview transcripts. Each interview was approximately 40 pages in length. 
Interviews conducted during the first case study were transcribed by the researcher (three 
stakeholder and three manager interviews). This was a useful exercise, providing the researcher 
with a deep understanding of the data. A decision was made to engage a professional 
transcription company to transcribe further interviews. One audio-taped interview was 
transcribed by both the researcher and the transcription company, and transcripts compared, to 
ensure the professional transcription reflects an accurate record of the interviews.  
Interview transcriptions were produced as Word documents, typed, double-spaced and paginated. 
Within each NVivo case-study database, ‘stakeholder’ and ‘manager’ categories were created. 
Within each ‘stakeholder’ and ‘manager’ category, separate files were created for interview 
transcripts, documents, archival records and memos. Interview transcripts, documents, archival 
records and memos were up-loaded into NVivo and stored in the appropriate case study 
database.  
3.5.1. Two prism coding structure 
In this study data was examined through two prisms: listening competency and participatory 
communication. Data from each case was examined within the framework of constructs from 
listening competency literature; and re-examined within the framework of constructs from 
participatory communication literature. During the study design phase, an a priori coding scheme 
was designed, derived from listening competency and participatory communication literature. 
The a priori coding scheme was added to each NVivo case-study database (Appendix 3.1.).  
 
Judy Burnside-Lawry   
Participatory Communication and Listening   76 
3.5.1.1. Listening competency coding  
To examine interview transcripts through constructs from listening competency literature, 
interview transcripts were read line by line and sections of the document, or individual words, 
were highlighted and coded into the corresponding NVivo node within the relevant ‘stakeholder’ 
or ‘manager’ category. 
In addition to a priori coding an inductive coding approach was taken to allow categories to 
emerge from the interview transcripts. Inductive coding is associated with the ‘grounded’ 
approach (Corbin & Strauss, as cited in Yin, 2009, p.129). This study does not take a grounded 
approach, however the inductive approach of post-defined coding, described as a posteriori coding, 
was undertaken (Schwandt, 1997). Interview transcripts were re-read, line by line and recurring 
themes, statements or observations were grouped into newly-created categories.  
The new categories were reviewed as coding continued and slightly more abstract categories 
attributed to several observations. At this point, a new node, termed a free-node in NVivo, was 
created and named to describe the category. Recurring themes and statements that emerged but 
did not immediately belong in an existing node, were developed as free–nodes, and revisited 
frequently to determine whether a new node was required or whether the data gathered within 
that free-node should be re-coded elsewhere.  
As coding advanced nodes that had been defined, but which contained no field materials were 
abolished. Other tree-nodes, branch-nodes or sub-nodes that had become too cumbersome were 
sub-divided. For example, one sub-node that emerged during a posteriori coding, named 
‘organisation procedures’, became difficult to manage, with too many segments coded into the 
sub-node. A revision of data captured within ‘appropriate organisation procedures’ resulted in the 
creation of four sub-divisions, named ‘written procedures’, ‘social procedures’, ‘venue & set-up’, 
and ‘general procedures’ (Table 3.1.).  
Example of A Priori Coding
Participatory communication
validity claims challenged 
speech conditions violated 
appropriate sincerity truth comprehension symmetrical 
communication
free to raise
any proposition
full & equal
treatment of
all issues
Tree-node
Branch-nodes
Sub-nodes
 
Table 3.1. Extract from listening competency coding 
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Gradually, through constant re-reading of interview transcripts and field notes, a hierarchical 
coding structure of tree nodes, with associated branch nodes, sub-nodes and sub-divisions was 
formed.  
A set of nodes, based on the conceptual framework of service quality, was developed (Zeithaml 
et al, 1990). Each interview transcript was read again and sections of the document, or words, 
compatible with service quality gaps, were coded. Field notes, documents and archival records 
were examined and relevant segments coded into service quality nodes.  
The current study used a combination of ‘number of accounts’ and ‘descriptive’ terms to provide 
descriptive validity to any claims involving frequency of a phenomenon. Maxwell (2002) states 
any claim that a certain phenomenon is frequent, typical, or rare in a specific situation, is subject 
to threats to descriptive validity (p.47). Scholars advocate the use of simple counts of things to 
support claims that are implicitly quantitative (Becker, as cited in Maxwell, 2002; Huberman & 
Miles, 1994; Silverman, 2006). To address descriptive validity in this study, Microsoft Word and 
Excel documents based on the conceptual framework were developed, to allow examination, 
interpretation and analysis of different combinations of data (Appendices 3.6., 3.7., 3.8., and 3.9.).  
Although the process of converting words to numbers is a recognised method of organising data 
in qualitative research, it is important to keep words and any associated numbers together 
throughout the analysis (Huberman & Miles, 1994). This process was followed during the study. 
For example, data coded into sub-nodes within the branch-nodes ‘qualities expected’ and 
‘qualities perceived’, was coded into both Microsoft Excel spreadsheets and Word documents, 
for analysis of both ‘number of accounts’ and ‘descriptive terms’ (Appendix 3.7.). 
3.5.1.2. Participatory communication coding  
Jacobson’s (2007a; 2007b) model of participatory communication provides an additional 
descriptive framework to interpret data concerned with perceptions of listening competency. To 
examine interview transcripts through the prism of participatory communication, interview 
transcripts from each case study were re-read, line by line, and sections or words highlighted and 
coded into the corresponding NVivo node within the relevant ‘stakeholder’ or ‘manager’ category 
(Table 3.2.).  
As in the process described earlier for listening competency coding, a priori and a posteriori 
coding was undertaken during participatory communication coding. Through continual re-
reading of the interview transcripts and field notes, a hierarchical coding structure of participatory 
communication tree-nodes, with associated branch-nodes, sub-nodes and sub-divisions formed.  
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Listening competency
attributes perceived qualities perceived
appropriate 
organisation procedures
appropriate 
written
procedures
appropriate 
social
procedures
appropriate 
venue
& set-up
appropriate 
general
procedures
Example of A Posteriori Coding
attitudes skills behaviours
Branch-nodes
Sub-nodes
Sub-division nodes
Tree-node
 
Table 3.2. Extract from participatory communication coding 
3.6. Data analysis 
 The analytic techniques selected for this study were individual case studies and cross-case 
synthesis. Data collected enabled within-case analysis of each individual case, and a range of 
cross-case syntheses. The process of within-case analysis was necessary before cross-case 
comparisons could be undertaken. A description of within-case analysis procedures undertaken 
to build an explanation about each case follows 
3.6.1. Within-case analysis  
As described earlier, NVivo software was used to manage and code data. An Interim Case 
Outline based on the conceptual framework, the research questions and a series of sub-questions 
derived from research questions, was developed to guide data analysis (Appendix 3.10.). Miles 
and Huberman (1994), advise that development of an Interim Case Outline is an effective way to 
focus and streamline data collection and analysis, particularly for multiple case studies, where 
comparability across cases is critical (p.84). The Interim Case Outline was written to review 
findings, look at the quality of data supporting the findings and as a first attempt to derive a 
coherent, overall account of each case (Eisenhardt, 2002; Miles & Huberman, 1994). 
In addition to the Interim Case Outline, data coded into Microsoft Word and Excel documents 
were examined for similarities and variations in responses within each case.  
The combination of descriptive and numerical interpretations offered a means to survey large 
quantities of data ordinarily lost in intensive, qualitative research. “It gives the reader a chance to 
gain a sense of flavor of the data as a whole. It provides researchers with a means to test and to 
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revise their generalizations, removing nagging doubts about the accuracy of their impressions 
about the data” (Silverman, 2006, p.52).  
3.6.1.1. Prism One: Listening competency analysis  
Stakeholder expectations and perceptions of organisational listening competence were explored 
by comparing the findings of an initial case within the conceptual framework of listening 
competency (Miles & Huberman, 1994; Yin, 2009, p.130). Each individual case study’s interview 
transcripts, field notes, documents and archival records were compared to literature reviewed to 
explore evidence of contradictions, and to see whether the data extended knowledge in some 
aspects of the literature. During the analysis stage, data from each individual case was examined 
for similarities or contradictions to data from the other case studies.  
As a result of findings during the process of within-case analysis, theoretical orientations were 
revised. For example, the a priori coding scheme developed for listening competency, initially 
incorporated ‘qualities’ associated with the effective listener based on the conceptual framework 
of Coakley et al’s (1996) QEL taxonomy, presented in chapter 2. A posteriori coding allows ‘a 
posteriori context-sensitive’ categories to emerge from the transcripts (Schwandt, 1997). In this 
study new ‘qualities’, not included in Coakley et al’s (1996) QEL taxonomy, evolved as data 
interpretation progressed. The outcome of this iterative process was the development of a list of 
‘Qualities associated with the Competent Listening Organisation’ (QCL taxonomy), presented in 
Chapter four.  
3.6.1.2. Prism Two: participatory communication analysis 
Data from each case was re-examined to compare interview transcripts, field notes, documents 
and archival records with theoretical constructs from participatory communication literature. 
Data was compared with the extant literature to examine whether results were similar to the 
literature, contradicted literature or extended knowledge in some aspects of the literature. 
Analysis considered whether data from individual case studies was similar or contradicted data 
from other cases. Within-case analysis of each case as a separate entity, allowed tentative themes, 
concepts and relationships between variables to emerge case by case. This iterative process 
continued, to compare the emergent framework with the evidence from each case, to assess how 
well or how poorly themes, concepts and relationships matched case data. 
3.6.1.3. Listening competency and participatory communication  
Within-case analysis compared results viewed through the prisms of listening competency, with 
results viewed through the prism of participatory communication, for each individual case. 
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Within each case, emergent relationships between stakeholder and manager perceptions of 
listening competency were compared with stakeholder and manager perceptions of participatory 
communication. Data analysis considered whether results confirmed or contradicted each other. 
Within each case, results were examined to determine whether findings extended knowledge in 
listening and participatory communication literature. This process was repeated for each 
individual case.  Results from the within-case analysis are presented in Chapters four and five. 
3.6.2. Cross-case synthesis 
An outcome of within-case analysis is an intimate familiarity with each case, as a stand-alone 
entity “the process allows the unique patterns of each case to emerge before investigators push to 
generalize patterns across cases” (Eisenhardt, 2002, p.18). Using the logic of replication, the 
following cross-case syntheses were conducted: 
• intra-organisation comparison; 
• inter-organisation comparison; 
• cross-cohort comparison. 
3.6.2.1. Intra-organisation comparison  
The intra-organisation comparison involved comparison of data from the three cases within each 
organisation. Data from organisation A’s three cases was combined to provide a whole-of-
organisation perspective. The process was repeated with data from organisation B’s three cases. 
In addition to the presentation of whole-of-organisation results, the intra-organisation 
comparison explored similarities and variations in results within the three cases from organisation 
A. This procedure was repeated with data from cases B1, B2 and B3 (Appendix 3.7.). Results 
from the intra-organisation comparison are presented in Chapter six. 
3.6.2.2. Inter-organisation comparison 
Another form of cross-case synthesis, inter-organisational comparison between the two 
participating organisations, was conducted. The inter-organisation comparison involved a 
comparison of whole-of-organisation A results with whole-of-organisation B results. The 
purpose of this comparison was to consider similarities and variations in results between the two 
organisations and to examine similarities and differences as regards stakeholder expectations and 
perceptions within the context of organisation-stakeholder engagement events (Appendix 3.8.). 
Results from the inter-organisation comparison are presented in Chapter seven.  
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3.6.2.3. Cross-cohort comparison 
The final cross-case synthesis conducted in this study was a cross-cohort comparison between 
the two cohorts, stakeholders and managers. Data from the six stakeholder cohorts was collated 
and compared with responses from the six manager cohorts. The cross-cohort comparison 
explored variations and similarities between stakeholder and manager cohorts’ expectations and 
perceptions of organisational listening competence, within the context of organisation-
stakeholder events (Appendix 3.9.).  
Expectations data from the six stakeholder cohorts was collated to present expectations of 
organisation listening competence from a ‘stakeholder perspective’. Expectations data from the 
six manager cohorts was collated to provide an overall perspective of managers’ levels of 
accuracy in understanding stakeholder expectations.  
Stakeholder perceptions of organisational competency were collated to present perceptions of 
organisational listening competence from a ‘stakeholder perspective’. Data from the six manager 
cohorts’ self-perceptions of their listening competency was collated and interpreted. Results from 
the cross-cohort comparisons are presented in chapter 7.  
3.7. Summary 
The current study’s purpose was to explore the listening competency of two organisations during 
organisation-stakeholder engagement events with their respective stakeholders An exploratory 
study using qualitative research methods seemed most appropriate to answer the research 
questions. Case study research methodology was selected “to understand the case in depth, and 
in its natural setting, recognizing its complexity and context” (Purdy, 2004, p.150). 
The participation of two organisations, involving six case studies within both metropolitan and 
regional Australian contexts, provided opportunity to conduct a multiple-case study, where the 
instrumental case study was extended to cover several cases, to learn more about “the 
phenomenon, population or general condition” (Stake, 2000, p. 437). Six organisation–
stakeholder engagement events were the units of analysis in this study. 
The analytic strategy was to allow theoretical orientations guide development of a case study 
protocol, indicating what data was to be collected and case study analysis (Miles & Huberman, 
1994; Yin, 2009, p. 130). Data was gathered from four sources: interviews, observation, 
documents, and archival records. A theoretical sampling strategy was employed to select 
interview participants. A pilot study comprising one case study from each organisation assisted in 
the refinement of research design, field procedures and questions in the two interview protocols. 
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Data from the six individual cases was managed, coded and analysed using NVivo software, and 
Microsoft Word and Excel documents. A priori and a posteriori coding was undertaken. 
Listening, service quality and participatory communication literature guided development of a 
priori coding structures. Within-case analysis involved three separate stages of analysis: 
• data from each case was examined within the framework of constructs from 
listening competency literature; 
• data from each case was re-examined within the framework of constructs from 
participatory communication literature; 
•  within each case, listening competency results were compared with participatory 
communication results.  
Service quality literature provided a descriptive framework for collection and analysis of data to 
consider possible causes of gaps between stakeholder expectations and perceptions of 
organisational listening competency (Parasuraman et al, 1985, 1988; Zeithaml et al, 1990). 
Within-case and cross-case synthesis were selected as suitable analytic techniques for this study 
(Yin, 2009, p.156). Case study data was initially analysed by building an explanation about each 
case, termed within-case analysis. Each individual case consisted of a “whole” study. A 
replication approach to multiple-case research was taken in this study (Yin, 2009, p.141). Each 
case study’s conclusions were considered to be the information needing replication by the other 
five case studies. Both individual cases and multiple-case results were the focus. The following 
cross-case syntheses were conducted: 
• intra-organisation comparison;  
• inter-organisation comparison;  
• cross-cohort comparison. 
Within-case results are presented in Chapters four and five. Intra-organisation comparison results 
are presented in Chapter six. Results from the inter-organisation and cross-cohort comparisons are 
presented in Chapter seven. Chapter eight provides theoretical context by relating the descriptions, 
interpretations and analysis back to the conceptual framework described in Chapter two. Chapter 
nine discusses the contributions this study makes to the theory and practice of organisation-
stakeholder communication. 
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CHAPTER FOUR: ORGANISATION A WITHIN-CASE ANALYSIS 
Data from Organisation A’s three case studies was examined individually to build an explanation 
about each case, termed within-case analysis. In this research project, within-case analysis 
involved three separate stages of analysis: 
• data from each case was examined within the framework of constructs from 
listening competency literature; 
• data from each case was re-examined within the framework of constructs from 
participatory communication literature; 
• within each case, listening competency results were compared with participatory 
communication results.  
The context and results for case studies, A1, A2 and A3 respectively are presented. Presentation 
of case A1 results includes a detailed explanation of data collection and analysis. As data 
collection and analysis methods were identical for each case, a summary of case A2 and A3 
results is presented. 
4.1. Case A1 context 
Case A1 was an organisation-stakeholder engagement event held at a chemical manufacturing site 
owned by organisation A (site A1). Site A1 was situated less than five kilometres from the central 
business district (CBD) of a highly-populated coastal region within New South Wales, Australia.   
Site A1’s stakeholder-engagement committee was established in 2005 by the newly-appointed Site 
Manager, to facilitate regular communication between the organisation and the local community. 
The Site Manager considered stakeholder-engagement an important element in the risk 
management plan for the chemical manufacturing site. The Site Manager engaged organisation 
A’s Community Relations Manager (CRM), to assist in the planning and implementation of a 
stakeholder-engagement strategy for the site.  
Organisation A’s Community Relations Manager (CRM) interviewed thirty-one local 
stakeholders, including council, government and community representatives, to elicit current 
community expectations and perceptions of organisation A, and, in particular, operations of site 
A1. Results from the interviews informed design of a community-audit survey that was 
administered by telephone to three hundred residents living in the area surrounding site A1.  
 
Judy Burnside-Lawry   
Participatory Communication and Listening   84 
Questions were designed to establish benchmark data regarding community attitudes, knowledge 
and perceptions of organisation A, and environmental performance of site A1. Residents were 
asked for their views about organisation A’s current community engagement practices, and their 
opinions as to future community-communication strategies the organisation could implement. 
Results from the community audit led to establishment of the stakeholder engagement 
committee, comprising a cross-section of site A1’s stakeholders and organisation representatives. 
The aim of the committee was to provide the local community with information regarding the 
organisation’s activities on-site and to provide a mechanism for the site management team to 
detect emerging community issues that may impact on organisation A’s operations within the 
region. The first committee meeting was held in October 2005. Case A1 in this study involved 
stakeholders and managers who attended a meeting of this committee in March 2006. At 
conclusion of the committee meeting, three stakeholders and three managers were interviewed 
for the study.  
4.1.1. Expectations of organisation listening 
Data from case A1 was examined within the framework of constructs from listening competency 
literature. Coakley et al’s (1996) list of ‘Qualities associated with the Effective Listener’ (QEL 
taxonomy) was used initially as a comparative base to view case A1 stakeholder and manager 
expectations and perceptions of organisation A’s listening practices (Table 2.4.2.).  
4.1.1.1. Expectations of an effective listener 
Stakeholders were asked to respond to three prompts designed to provide answers to two sub-
questions derived from the study’s first research question: Does the organisation have an accurate 
understanding of what stakeholders expect from an ‘effective listening organisation’? The two 
sub-questions (SQ) were: 
SQ.1.1. What attributes (attitudes, skills, behaviours), do stakeholders expect from an organisation that listens 
effectively to its stakeholders? 
SQ.1.2. What qualities do stakeholders expect from an organisation that listens effectively to its stakeholders?  
The first prompt for stakeholders was question one in the stakeholder interview protocol 
(Appendix 3.5.). Question one investigated how stakeholders account for what it means for 
someone to be an ‘effective listener’. The question prompted participants to subjectively define 
the role of ‘effective listener’, on the basis of personal life experience and normative (prescriptive) 
expectations associated with the role of the effective listener (Coakley et al, 1996; Halone et al, 1997).  
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Managers were asked to respond to three prompts designed to provide answers to two sub-
questions derived from the study’s first research question: Does the organisation have an accurate 
understanding of what stakeholders expect from an ‘effective listening organisation’? The two 
sub-questions (SQ) were: 
SQ1.3. What attributes (attitudes, skills, behaviours) do managers understand stakeholders expect from an 
organisation that listens effectively to its stakeholders? 
SQ1.4. What qualities do managers understand stakeholders expect of from an organisation that listens effectively 
to its stakeholders?  
The first prompt for managers was question one in the manager-interview protocol (Appendix 
3.5.). Question one investigated how managers account for what it means for someone to be an 
‘effective listener’.  
Stakeholder and manager responses were coded into affective (attitude), cognitive (skills) and 
behavioural terms. Case A1 stakeholders provided twenty-nine accounts of attributes expected of 
an effective listener. Case A1 managers provided twenty-three accounts of attributes expected of 
an effective listener. Affective terms received the highest number of accounts from stakeholders 
whereas behavioural terms received the highest number of accounts from managers (Table A1.1.)  
Case A1 Affective Cognitive Behavioural  TOTAL 
stakeholders 12 8 9 29 
managers 6 6 11 23 
Table A1.1. Case A1: Attributes associated with an effective listener  
Stakeholder and manager responses were coded-on, based on Coakley et al’s (1996) ‘Qualities 
associated with the Effective Listener’ (QEL taxonomy) to provide “a potentially richer 
representation of attributes and qualities possessed by effective listeners, as particularly defined 
and labelled by the respondents themselves” (Coakley et al, 1996, p. 39).  
 Case A1 
Quality (QCL taxonomy extract) stakeholders managers 
interested x x 
attentive x x 
open-minded x  
inclusive x  
appropriate body language x  
ask/answer questions x x 
patient  x 
respond appropriately  x 
Table A1.2. Organisation A: Qualities associated with an effective listener expected 
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Stakeholders and managers most frequently associated interpersonal and interaction-based 
behaviours with an effective listener (Table A1.2.). In addition, stakeholders and managers were 
in agreement that an effective listener would ask and answer questions (Table A1.2.).  
Qualities not present in the QEL taxonomy evolved as interpretation of case A1 data progressed. 
For example, an additional quality, ask/answer questions emerged as a quality that described 
conceptualisation of an effective listener as someone who asks questions, or provides direct 
answers to questions (Table A1.2.). As part of the iterative process of data coding and analysis, a 
new taxonomy, to reflect descriptive terms that emerged during a posteriori coding was developed. 
Data was coded within the framework of the new list of ‘Qualities associated with the Competent 
Listening Organisation’ (QCL taxonomy) (Appendix 4.1.).  
4.1.1.2. Expectations of an effective listening organisation 
Question two in the stakeholder interview protocol asked participants to describe ‘an effective listening 
organisation’, based on both their personal experience and their normative (prescriptive) expectations 
associated with an organisation that listens effectively to its stakeholders (Appendix 3.5.). 
Question two in the manager interview protocol asked participants to describe ‘an effective listening 
organisation’, based on both their personal experience and their normative (prescriptive) expectations 
associated with an organisation that listens effectively to its stakeholders (Appendix 3.5.). 
Case A1 stakeholders provided thirty-three accounts of attributes associated with an effective 
listening organisation. Case A1 managers provided twenty accounts of attributes associated with 
an effective listening organisation. Stakeholders primarily (most frequently) described their 
expectations of an effective listening organisation in cognitive terms whereas managers placed equal 
importance on cognitive and behavioural terms (Table A1.3.).  
Case A1 Affective Cognitive Behavioural TOTAL 
stakeholders 6 15 12 33 
managers 6 7 7 20 
Table A1.3. Case A1: Attributes associated with an effective listening organisation  
Consistent with case A1 stakeholder and manager descriptions of an effective listener, agreement 
was evident between the two cohorts that an effective listening organisation was primarily 
expected to exhibit interpersonal and interaction-based behaviours (Table A1.4.)  Organisation A 
managers identified an appropriate corporate culture as a quality that indicated effective 
organisation listening (Table A1.4.).  
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 Case A1 
Quality (QCL taxonomy extract) stakeholders managers 
ask/answer questions x x 
open-minded x x 
respond appropriately x x 
take action x x 
appropriate organisation 
procedures 
x  
appropriate written procedures x  
appropriate corporate culture  x 
Table A1.4. Organisation A: Qualities associated with an effective listening organisation expected 
A new quality to emerge during a posteriori coding was initially termed ‘appropriate organisation 
procedures’ in the QCL taxonomy (Appendix 4.1.). As case A1 coding progressed, data within 
‘appropriate organisation procedures’ became difficult to manage, as the number of accounts from 
interview transcripts corresponding with this quality increased. Data captured within ‘appropriate 
organisation procedures’ was revisited, and four sub-divisions created, to enable a deeper 
understanding of the relevant descriptive terms extracted from interview transcripts. Examples of 
descriptive terms that correspond to each sub-division are provided in Appendix 4.1. The four sub-
divisions are:  
• appropriate written procedures; 
• appropriate social procedures; 
• appropriate venue & set-up; 
• appropriate general procedures.  
Case A1 stakeholders identified appropriate written procedures as a sub-division of appropriate 
organisation procedures primarily associated with an effective listening organisation (Table A1.4.). 
4.1.1.3. Manager understanding of stakeholder expectations 
In question three of the stakeholder interview protocol, stakeholders were asked to consider 
whether they expected organisation A to exhibit the attitudes, skills and behaviours described in 
their responses to questions one and two, during the recent committee meeting (Appendix 3.5.). 
All case A1 stakeholders responded in the affirmative, allowing responses from questions one 
and two to be combined and coded into affective, cognitive and behavioural terms.  
The third question in the manager-interview protocol explored managers’ understanding, in 
relation to stakeholder listening expectations, during the recent committee meeting (Appendix 
3.5.). Question three asked “what listening attitudes, skills or behaviours do you think 
stakeholders expected from you during the recent committee meeting?”  
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Case A1 Affective  Cognitive Behavioural Stakeholder listens  TOTAL 
stakeholders 18 23 21  62 
managers 12 10 11 8 41 
Table A1.5. Case A1: Understanding of stakeholder expectations 
During the committee meeting, case A1 stakeholders most frequently expected organisation A to 
demonstrate cognitive attributes to indicate effective organisation listening (Table A1.5.). 
Responses indicated case A1 managers believed stakeholders primarily expected to see affective 
characteristics (Table A1.5.).  
SQ1.4. What qualities do managers understand stakeholders expect of from an organisation that listens effectively 
to its stakeholders?  
Stakeholder and manager responses were coded-on within the framework of the QCL taxonomy. 
The qualities case A1 stakeholders expected organisation A to exhibit during the committee 
meeting were primarily concerned with interpersonal, non-verbal and interaction-based 
behaviours. (Table A1.6.). Manager responses concurred with stakeholder responses that 
interpersonal, non-verbal and interaction-based behaviours were primarily expected by 
stakeholders (Table A1.6.).   
 Case 1A 
Quality (QCL taxonomy extract) stakeholders managers 
open-minded x x 
appropriate body language x x 
ask/answer questions x x 
interested x  
inclusive x  
appropriate organisation procedures x  
appropriate written procedures x  
take action  x 
run meeting appropriately  x 
attentive   x 
understand/comprehend  x 
supportive/empathic  x 
respectful  x 
stakeholder listens  x 
Table A1.6. Case A1: Understanding of stakeholder expectations 
A new quality, stakeholder listens was added to the QCL taxonomy, to capture terms used by 
managers that described stakeholders as ‘the listener’ during the committee meeting (Appendix 
4.2.). Case A1 managers believed stakeholders primarily expected to listen to managers deliver 
information during the committee meeting. According to one manager “meetings at moment seem to 
be they want to listen to us”, “…find out about our operation, rather than come to tell us about all the things that 
we need to do” (A1.M1) (Table A1.6.). 
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4.1.2. Perceptions of organisation listening  
Stakeholders were asked to describe examples of effective and NON-effective listening perceived 
during the committee meeting. Managers were asked to self-report examples of effective and 
NON-effective organisation listening demonstrated during the committee meeting. Responses 
from case A1 stakeholders and managers were compared.  
Stakeholders were asked to respond to four prompts designed to provide answers to two sub-
questions derived from the study’s second research question: How do stakeholders assess 
organisation listening competency?  
The two sub-questions (SQ) were: 
SQ2.1. What conditions do stakeholder perceive as indication an organisation listens effectively during 
organisation-stakeholder engagement events? 
SQ2.2. What conditions do stakeholder perceive as indication an organisation does NOT listen effectively during 
organisation-stakeholder engagement events? 
4.1.2.1. Perceptions of effective organisation listening  
Three prompts, questions eight, twelve and thirteen in the stakeholder-interview protocol asked 
stakeholders to describe examples of effective organisation listening observed during the 
committee meeting (Appendix 3.5.). 
Question ten in the stakeholder interview protocol, explored conditions stakeholders believed 
enhanced the organisation’s ability to listen effectively during the committee meeting. The 
question also investigated conditions that may have influenced stakeholder perceptions as regards 
the value the organisation places on listening to its stakeholders (Appendix 3.5.).  
Three prompts, questions seven, twelve and thirteen in the manager-interview protocol asked 
managers to self-report examples of effective organisation listening demonstrated during the 
committee meeting.  
Question ten in the manager interview protocol explored manager perceptions of conditions that 
may have enhanced their ability to listen effectively during the meeting. In addition, question ten 
investigated manager self-reports of conditions that may have influenced stakeholder perceptions 
as regards the value the organisation places on listening to its stakeholders (Appendix 3.5.). Case 
A1 answers to SQ2.1. follow.  
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SQ2.1. What conditions do stakeholder perceive as indication an organisation listens effectively during 
organisation-stakeholder engagement events? 
Stakeholder and manager responses were initially coded into attributes (attitudes, skills and 
behaviours).  
Case A1 stakeholders provided one hundred and forty two accounts of effective organisation 
listening perceived. Case A1 managers self-reported fifty-eight accounts of effective organisation 
listening demonstrated during the committee meeting. Stakeholders and managers were in 
agreement that effective organisation listening attributes most frequently perceived were 
behavioural in nature (Table A1.7.).  
Case A1 Affective   Cognitive  Behavioural TOTAL 
stakeholders 18 49 75 142 
managers 8 23 27 58 
TOTAL 26 72 102 200 
Table A1.7. Case A1: Attributes associated with effective organisation listening perceived 
Responses were coded-on within the framework of the QCL taxonomy. Agreement was evident 
between stakeholders and managers that during the committee meeting, the qualities most 
frequently perceived as indications of effective organisation listening were concerned with the use 
of appropriate verbal, non-verbal and interaction-based behaviours by managers (Table A1.8.). 
Stakeholders and managers were in agreement that appropriate organisation procedures 
associated with the committee meeting indicated effective organisation listening (Table A1.8.).  
 Case A1 
Quality (QCL taxonomy extract) Stakeholders managers 
ask/answer questions x x 
respectful x x 
respond appropriately x x 
appropriate body language x x 
organised x  
appropriate organisation procedures x x 
appropriate social procedures x x 
appropriate venue & set-up x x 
appropriate written procedures x  
Table A1.8. Case A1: Qualities associated with effective organisation listening perceived 
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4.1.2.2. Perceptions of NON-effective organisation listening 
The second sub-question derived to answer the study’s second research question explicated 
conditions stakeholders perceived and managers self-reported during the committee meeting that 
indicated NON-effective organisation listening. Qualities within the QCL taxonomy were 
converted from positive to negative statements to provide a framework for coding NON-
effective organisation listening data. For example, the quality ‘respond appropriately’ was converted 
to ‘NOT respond appropriately’ (Appendix 4.2.). Case A1 reports of NON-effective organisation 
listening practices perceived by stakeholders, and practices self-perceived by managers, follow. 
Question fourteen in the stakeholder-interview protocol prompted stakeholders to provide 
examples that indicated managers were not listening effectively during the committee meeting 
and describe reasons for this assessment (Appendix 3.5.). Question eleven prompted stakeholders 
to describe any conditions stakeholders perceived detracted from the organisation’s ability to 
listen effectively during the meeting (Appendix 3.5.).  
Question fourteen in the manager-interview protocol prompted managers to self-report any 
instances when they believed they did not listen effectively during the committee meeting and 
describe reasons for this belief (Appendix 3.5.). Question eleven prompted managers to describe 
any conditions that may have detracted from their ability to listen effectively during the 
committee meeting (Appendix 3.5.). Case A1 answers to SQ2.2. follow.  
SQ2.2. What conditions do stakeholders perceive as indications an organisation does NOT listen effectively 
during organisation-stakeholder engagement events?  
There was less agreement between manager and stakeholder perceptions of NON-effective 
organisation listening than evident in the two cohorts’ perceptions of effective organisation 
listening (Tables A1.7. & A1.9.). Case A1 stakeholders reported eight accounts of NON-effective 
organisation listening perceived during the committee meeting, primarily described in cognitive 
terms (Table A1.9.). Case A1 managers were more critical of their own listening effectiveness 
than stakeholders, self-reporting a higher number of examples of NON-effective organisation 
listening than stakeholders reported (S=8; M=10) (Table A1.9.).  
Case A1 Attitudes Cognitive  Behavioural TOTAL 
stakeholders 0 5 3 8 
managers 1 3 6 10 
TOTAL 1 8 9 18 
Table A1.9. Case A1: Attributes associated with NON-effective organisation listening perceived 
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Stakeholder and manager accounts of NON-effective organisation listening were coded-on 
within the framework of the negative QCL taxonomy (Appendix 4.2.). There was evidence of 
agreement between stakeholders and managers that the quality most frequently perceived as 
indicative of NON-effective organisation listening was NOT appropriate organisation 
procedures evident during the committee meeting (Table A1.10.).   
 Case A1 
Quality (QCL taxonomy extract) stakeholders managers 
not appropriate organisation procedures x x 
not appropriate social procedures x  
not appropriate general procedures x x 
not attentive  x 
Table A1.10. Case A1: Qualities associated with NON-effective organisation listening perceived 
4.1.3. Discrepancy between expectations and perceptions 
Stakeholders and managers were asked to respond to four prompts designed to answer four sub-
questions derived from the study’s third research question: “is there any discrepancy between 
stakeholders’ expectations and their actual perceptions of the organisation’s listening 
competency?” Two prompts, questions four and five in stakeholder and manager interview 
protocols, compared stakeholder perceptions as to whether their listening expectations were met, 
with manager self-perceptions as to whether they met stakeholder listening expectations during 
the committee meeting (Appendix 3.5.). Case A1 answers to SQ3.1.and SQ3.2. follow. 
SQ3.1. At the recent meeting, do you think that (name of organisation) met the level of stakeholder listening you 
were led to expect? 
SQ3.2. At the recent meeting, do you think you met the level of stakeholder listening that stakeholders expected?  
Question nine in both interview protocols asked participants to assess the listening effectiveness 
of staff involved in the committee meeting. Stakeholders and managers responded to a five point 
Likert-type scale (very effective; effective; average; ineffective; very ineffective). Respondents 
were asked to explain why they have given this rating (Appendix 3.5.). Case A1 stakeholders 
described managers as ‘very effective’ and ‘effective’ listeners (A1.11.). Case A1 managers self-
rated lower than stakeholders perceived, describing themselves as ‘average’ and ‘effective’ 
listeners (Table A1.11.). 
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Case A1 
Rating stakeholders managers 
very very effective   
very effective 2  
effective/v.effective   
effective  1 1 
average  2 
ineffective   
no response   
Table A1.11. “How do you rate managers as listeners?” 
Question five in the stakeholder interview protocol asked “at the recent meeting do you think 
(name of organisation) met the level of listening that you were led to expect? (Appendix 3.5.). 
Question five in the manager interview protocol prompted response to the question “at the 
recent meeting do you think you met the level of listening stakeholders were led to expect?” 
(Appendix 3.5.). Case A1 responses indicated accuracy between stakeholder and manager 
perceptions. Stakeholder responses concurred with manager estimates that stakeholder 
expectations were met during the committee meeting (Table A1.12.).  
 Case A1 
Expectations stakeholders managers 
yes 3 3 
no   
no response   
Table A1.12. “Were stakeholder expectations met?” 
Two prompts, questions four and six in stakeholder and manager interview-protocols, compared 
the communication sources that stakeholders considered influenced their expectations, with the 
communication sources that managers thought formed the basis of stakeholder listening 
expectations (Appendix 3.5.). Case A1 answers to SQ3.3. and SQ3.4. follow.  
SQ.3.3. What did you know about (name of organisation) prior to the consultation that influenced your 
expectation of them as effective listeners? How did you find these things out?  
SQ.3.4. What information regarding (name of organisation) commitment and ability to listen to stakeholders did 
stakeholders have prior to the consultation? How do you think they would have found this out? 
All case A1 stakeholders included newspaper articles, the annual company calendar (site-specific), and the 
structure/professionalism of meetings, as communication sources that influenced their expectations. Two 
of three stakeholders interviewed included the survey and interviews conducted during the 
communication audit to gauge community perceptions of the company; sponsorship, emails and the 
existence of committee meetings (Table A1.13.).  
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Case A1 
Communication Source stakeholders managers 
newspaper x x 
survey & interviews during communication audit x x 
annual calendar  (site specific) x  
structure/professionalism of meeting x  
relationship & sponsorship x x 
emails x  
existence of committee meetings   
past experience  x 
minutes of meeting with ‘actions taken’ section  x 
letters  x 
Table A1.13. Basis of stakeholder expectations 
All case A1 managers included past experience with the company. Communication sources 
identified by two out of three managers include: the survey and interviews conducted during the 
community audit, minutes from previous meeting with status of actions taken, letters, newspaper articles, and 
the relationship built between stakeholders and staff (Table A1.13.).  
Two of seven items most frequently reported by stakeholders were accurately identified by 
managers as communication sources that influenced stakeholder expectations. The two 
communication sources were newspaper articles and the survey and interviews conducted during the 
communication audit to gauge community perceptions of the company (Table A1.13.).  
4.1.4. Participatory communication 
Data from case A1 was re-examined within the framework of constructs from participatory 
communication literature. Jacobson’s (2007b) participatory communication model was used as a 
comparative base to explore stakeholder views on whether they were heard, with managers’ self-
assessment on whether they listened to stakeholders, during the committee meeting (Table 2.6.2.).  
Interview transcripts were analysed to determine whether, during the committee meeting, 
organisation A’s actions or speech acts were perceived to indicate: 
• knowledge of opportunities, threats, or local issues; 
• appropriateness given the organisation’s legal mandate and responsibilities ; 
• sincerity  in attempts to address stakeholder concerns; 
• comprehensible language used to inform participants. 
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One or more validity claim may occur during a communication exchange. However, the second 
component required if a given communication exchange can be termed participatory 
communication, is for individuals to perceive they were free to engage in any form of speech 
condition with the aim of challenging validity claims (Jacobson, 2007a, 2007b). Interview 
transcripts were examined to identify whether, during the committee meeting, stakeholders 
perceived, or managers self–reported, instances that indicate the presence of the following speech 
conditions: 
• symmetrical opportunities for all participants to contribute to discussion or raise 
questions; 
• freedom for all participants to raise any proposition and introduce any assertion; 
• all propositions treated equally, and dealt with fully to the satisfaction of those who 
advanced them.  adapted from Jacobson, 2007b, p. 17. 
Interview transcripts were re-read, line by line to explore similarities and variations between 
stakeholder perceptions and manager self-perceptions as regards the extent the organisation 
listened and stakeholder views were represented, during the committee meeting.  
4.1.4.1. Knowledge 
Case A1 participants (stakeholders and managers) provided a total of twenty-three statements 
that indicated the organisation was ‘knowledgeable’ of, or interested in, stakeholder issues (S=8; 
M=15) (Table A1.14.). Stakeholder examples included perceptions that managers made an effort 
to provide direct answers to questions “no…. dodging topics, not saying too busy, frank honest answers, no 
hesitation or looking for the right words” (A1.S3). Managers indicated they made an effort to be 
knowledgeable about stakeholder issues, “we have regular contact with the community every 6 months, we 
ask them about what’s troubling them, there’s no secrets” (A1.M1). Managers described the process 
undertaken to conduct the community audit and report results back to the committee, as an 
example of organisation A’s efforts to gain knowledge of stakeholder issues “going through the 
process in the first place of broadly engaging the community, gaining their views and then repeating their views back 
to them is a good step in establishing that you are in fact wanting to listen” (A1.M1). Managers placed results 
from the community audit on organisation A’s website to disseminate results as widely as 
possible amongst the local community, “they are public documents, that’s fine, we present to [committee] 
so why not present to community” (A1.M2). 
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Challenge to knowledge 
There were no statements recorded by case A1 stakeholders or managers that indicated either 
party challenged the organisation’s knowledge of, or interest in, stakeholder issues. There were no 
statements to suggest stakeholders perceived managers to make statements they did not believe 
themselves, simply to convince stakeholders (Table A.14). 
Case A1 stakeholders managers Case A1 stakeholders managers 
knowledge 8 15 challenge to knowledge  0 0 
appropriate  30 32 challenge to appropriate  2 2 
sincerity 14 13 challenge to sincerity 0 1 
comprehension 21 30 challenge to 
comprehension 
0 6 
TOTAL 73 90 TOTAL 2 9 
Table A1.14. Case A1: Validity claims met  Challenge to validity claims 
4.1.4.2.  Appropriate 
There were indications of congruency between stakeholder and manager perceptions that the 
organisation behaved appropriately, given its legal mandate and responsibilities. Both cohorts 
provided a similar number of examples of appropriate behaviour and practices perceived during 
the committee meeting (S=30; M=32) (TableA1.14.).  
Two stakeholders believed the organisation’s method of greeting committee members was 
appropriate and indicative organisation A valued stakeholder input “someone waiting to meet you at the 
door, showed that yes, this was important” (A1.S2); “we were greeted by [name]… and, [name]…, and 
[name] …, took us down, sat us down then one would go back and wait for the others so no-one had to wander 
around wondering where to go” (A1.S1). Two stakeholders described the committee meeting as 
appropriately organised “meeting was organised in a logical way, it wasn’t a chat fest” (A1.S3); “they seemed 
genuinely pleased we had turned up” (A1.S2). Consistent with stakeholder statements, two managers 
described procedures involved in greeting stakeholders and arranging seating for the meeting as 
examples of appropriate behaviour “we were at the door, 3 of us greeted them then took them in the room” 
(A1.M3); “staff know to sit amongst the group” (A1.M1); “I think they got the impression that they were fairly 
important to the organisation” (A1.M.3).  
Challenge to appropriate  
Case A1 participants perceived four instances of inappropriate behaviour by the organisation, 
given its legal mandate and responsibilities (S=2; M=2) (Table A.14.). One stakeholder suggested 
a staff member participating in the meeting was not an appropriate choice “not the right person to be 
speaking to us on the night” (A1.S2). The manager concerned was conscious he behaved 
inappropriately at times during the meeting “when I was talking to the person next to me, I was listening 
 
Judy Burnside-Lawry   
Participatory Communication and Listening   97 
to them but not listening to the presentation or whatever was going on” (A1.M3). Both cohorts gave one 
example of inappropriate organisation procedures during the meeting. One stakeholder believed 
organisation A could make more effort to ensure members of the committee were familiar with 
each other’s names and the organisation they represented “I thought you should introduce people and 
give their roles. Wasn’t on my name tag” (A1.S2). One manager criticised the venue and set-up for the 
meeting “[there was a] lot of chairs so it [the room] could have been a bit wider” (A1.M2) (Table A1.14.).  
4.1.4.3. Sincerity 
There was congruency between case A1 stakeholder and manager perceptions that the 
organisation was sincere in its attempts to address stakeholder concerns (S=14; M=13) (Table 
A1.14.). Stakeholder statements included “I think they are genuine about making an effort to reach out to 
the groups” (A1.S2); “ if you know they are being honest, then it’s a matter of trust”(A1.S1). All three 
stakeholders perceived organisation A was genuine in efforts to communicate with the 
community over issues “an organisation that shows professional integrity by approaching us” (A1.S2); “I 
think they take talking to the community a high priority, take it very seriously” (A1.S2). Manager statements 
concurred with stakeholder perceptions “the community, they will ultimately decide whether we survive… 
they need to understand what we do” (A1.M1); “articles in the [local newspaper] try to address issues passed 
through to us by [stakeholders] (A1.M3). Both cohorts referred to a long relationship established 
between organisation A and the community. Stakeholders and managers perceived friendliness and trust 
existed between stakeholders and the organisation during the committee meeting (Table A.14.). 
Challenge to sincerity 
Consistent with high numbers of accounts of sincerity during the meeting, there were no 
indications case A1 stakeholders challenged the sincerity of organisation A during the committee 
meeting (S=0; M=1) (Table A1.14.). One manager observed a lack of trust in organisation A by 
some community members, based on historical events. The manager noted continued honesty by 
the organisation was necessary, if mistrust was to be overcome (Table A.14.). 
4.1.4.4. Comprehension 
Both stakeholders and managers recorded many statements to indicate they ‘understood’ the 
other parties’ position and that statements made during the committee meeting were mutually 
intelligible to both cohorts (S=21; M=30) (Table A.14.). A site tour was included in case A1’s 
committee meeting. Two stakeholders described the site tour as an opportunity to increase 
understanding of organisation A’s operations. Consistent with stakeholder views, managers 
described the site tour as a method to increase stakeholder understanding “tour last night, have given 
them some more information on how we work …. by doing that it starts to engage a process of them thinking 
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through what are the really specific questions I want to ask?”(A1.M1). Stakeholders indicated managers 
delivered information in a manner that was comprehensible to stakeholders “I said now start again 
and tell me what the two things you use are, and he said oh good, and explained again” (A1.S1); “the questions 
were simplistic as it’s a very very complicated business, but they explained it in layman’s terms”(A1.S1).  
Managers referred to the community audit as an effective strategy that increased organisation A’s 
understanding of stakeholder issues “we had 300 phone interviews about how well do they know 
[organisation], how well do they know what we do,…what information would they like etc” “at the first meeting 
we actually replayed back that information we had gathered, these are the key themes that came up” (A1.M2).  
Statements in interview transcripts indicated a level of agreement, understanding and congruency 
between case A1 stakeholders and managers on issues raised. “They [stakeholders] are people who 
understand people like us create jobs, they don’t come along and say well you’re just bad because you belong to a big 
company. They say well there’s a standard that we want you to operate to and we’re going to hold you accountable 
to that standard” (A1.M1). During the committee meeting, organisation A delivered a report on the 
site’s environmental violations in the previous year. One stakeholder voiced dissatisfaction with 
the amount of environmental breaches. During his interview, one manager described the 
communication exchange that occurred, stating he recognised the validity of stakeholder 
concerns, self-reporting “we agreed with her” (A1.M3).  
Challenge to comprehension 
There were no suggestions stakeholders challenged the organisation’s understanding of 
stakeholder issues, or did not understand the organisation’s position (S=0; M=6) (Table A1.14.). 
Case A1 managers were self-critical of their performance, stating the organisation’s website and 
brochures were outdated and did not assist stakeholders gain a better understanding of 
organisation A’s position and the issues involved “brochures out of date, being updated” (A1.M3), “they 
[stakeholders], would struggle to get to us via the website…we are going to put a link probably through the 
[name] icon” A1.M2).  
4.1.4.5. Symmetrical opportunities for communication 
Case A1 participants recorded twenty-five instances that indicated stakeholders and managers 
perceived equal opportunities to raise questions or challenge the organisation’s position on issues 
during the committee meeting (S=20; M=5)(Table A1.15.). “Anyone sitting quietly they drew them into 
the discussion…, they’d say so what do you think [name]?”(A1.S1); “encouraged questions” (A1.S2.); “more 
two- way conversation last night……wasn’t just them doing all the talking, [they] were very approachable” 
(A1.S3). Manager examples included a description of an environmental group, with a long history 
of involvement with organisation A, as a group that now worked in alignment, rather than in a 
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confrontational manner, with the organisation “[name of group] people used to be quite negative, we’ve 
been talking to them for so long that it is now an Alliance, instead of watching us they are trying to work with us” 
(A1.M3). Managers understood an important part of each stakeholder’s role on the committee 
was to provide organisation A with feedback “chance for them to provide feedback, on things people have 
said to them or what’s relevant or an issue for them (A1.M2).  
Symmetrical opportunities for communication violated 
There was no suggestion of a lack of symmetrical communication from case A1 participants, and 
no items in interview transcripts to suggest stakeholders felt unable to ask questions or challenge 
the organisation’s position (Table A1.15.). 
Case A1 stakeholders managers  Case A1 stakeholders managers 
symmetrical 
opportunities for  
communication 
20 5  symmetrical 
opportunities for  
communication violated 
0 0 
free to raise  
any proposition 
4 2  free to raise 
any proposition violated 
0 0 
full and equal 
treatment of 
propositions 
raised  
9 6  full and equal treatment 
of propositions raised 
violated 
0 0 
TOTAL 33 13  TOTAL 0 0 
Table A1.15. Case A1: Speech conditions fulfilled  Speech conditions violated  
4.1.4.6. Free to raise any proposition 
Four items from interview transcripts indicated case A1 stakeholders felt ‘free to raise any 
proposal’ they wished for discussion (S=4; M=2) (Table A1.15.). “If we email and say we’ve heard a 
really bad thing about you they will immediately reply” (A1.S1); “quite willing to talk about any points brought 
up, gave direct answers” (A1.S1). Case A1 stakeholders perceived managers encouraged stakeholders 
to introduce new issues for discussion “offer was given over and over again to probe and ask questions” 
(A1.S3). The procedure used by case A1 to compile agenda items was described “we have never had 
anyone contact us to include anything on the agenda prior to the meeting, “however matters are raised during the 
meeting either in specific sections or in the ‘Other Business’ section” (A1.M1).  
Free to raise any proposition violated 
No examples were given by case A1 stakeholders or managers to indicate participants felt a lack 
of freedom in raising any proposition at committee meetings (Table A1.15.).  
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4.1.4.7. Full and equal treatment of propositions raised 
All case A1 stakeholders made statements that indicated ‘propositions were answered to the 
satisfaction of committee members (S=9; M=6) (Table A1.15.). “There was never any suggestion that 
something was left unanswered” (A1.S3); “most of us asked questions, and he always took the time to answer” 
(A1.S2); “if you listen to people and then explain as carefully as you can well you can’t expect much more than 
that”(A1.S1). Manager comments were congruent with stakeholder perceptions “I didn’t get any 
sense they were frustrated” (A1.M1); “everyone was listened to when asking a question and we answered to the 
best of our ability with the information we had. It was a bit like sitting down with friends and saying this is what 
we are doing” (A1.M2).  
Full and equal treatment of propositions raised violated 
There were no statements by case A1 stakeholders or managers to suggest propositions were not 
resolved to the satisfaction of all committee members during the meeting (Table A1.15.). 
4.1.5. Listening effectiveness and Participatory communication  
When case A1 data was examined through the prism of listening competency, there was 
indication of high levels of agreement between stakeholder and manager expectations of an 
effective listening organisation. Case A1 stakeholders and managers primarily (most frequently 
cited) described their expectations in cognitive terms, with managers giving equal weighting to both 
cognitive and behavioural terms, as characteristics they expect to see if an organisation listens 
effectively (Table A1.3.). 
There was less agreement when stakeholder expectations of organisation A’s listening 
effectiveness during this committee meeting, were compared with managers understanding of 
stakeholder expectations. During the meeting, stakeholders primarily expected to see cognitive 
characteristics, whereas managers understood stakeholders most frequently expected them to 
exhibit affective characteristics (Table A1.5.). A comparison of case A1 stakeholder expectations 
and managers’ understanding of stakeholder expectations is presented in Table A1.6. Responses 
suggested some congruency between Case A1 stakeholder expectations and managers’ 
understanding of stakeholder expectations. Stakeholders and managers identified being open-
minded, appropriate body language and ask/answer questions as qualities stakeholders primarily expected 
from the organisation during the committee meeting (Table A1.6.).  
 
Judy Burnside-Lawry   
Participatory Communication and Listening   101 
During the meeting, case A1 participants perceived significantly more effective than NON-
effective listening attributes (effective=200; NON-effective=18) (Tables A1.7. & A1.9.). 
Stakeholders and managers most frequently identified the following qualities as indication that 
organisation A listened effectively during the committee meeting (Table A1.8.)  
• appropriate organisation procedures;  
• ask/answer questions; 
• respectful manner; 
• respond appropriately; 
• appropriate body language. 
There was less agreement between case A1 manager and stakeholder perceptions of NON-
effective organisation listening. Managers perceived themselves to exhibit more NON-effective 
organisation listening practices than stakeholders observed (Table A1.9.). Managers considered 
they primarily exhibited behavioural examples of NON–effective listening, whereas stakeholders 
perceived a higher number of cognitive characteristics (Table A1.9.).  
Stakeholders and managers were in agreement the following quality was most frequently 
perceived as indicative of NON–effective organisation listening during the committee meeting 
(Table A1.10.). 
• NOT appropriate organisation procedures  
Results indicated some discrepancy between stakeholder perceptions of managers’ listening 
effectiveness and manager self-perceptions. Stakeholders described managers as ‘very effective’ 
and ‘effective’ listeners, compared to manager ratings of ‘average’ and ‘effective’ listeners (Table 
A1.11.). Case A1 managers accurately perceived stakeholder expectations were met during the 
committee meeting (Table A1.12.).  
Case A1 managers did not demonstrate high accuracy in their understanding of communication 
sources that may have influenced stakeholder expectations. Newspaper articles and the community 
audit were the only two communication sources most frequently reported by stakeholders and 
managers (Table A1.13.).  
Case A1 data was re-examined within the framework of participatory communication, to evaluate 
the extent of case A1’s adherence to Habermas’s norms of communicative action (Jacobson, 
2007a; 2007b). Case A1 stakeholders and managers demonstrated high congruency in their 
perceptions of validity claims met during the committee meeting (Tables A1.14.). Consistent with 
 
Judy Burnside-Lawry   
Participatory Communication and Listening   102 
these results, there was high congruency between case A1 participants’ perceptions of challenges 
to validity claims during the meeting. Both stakeholders and managers described inappropriate 
organisation procedures evident as ‘challenges to the appropriateness’ of the organisation during the 
committee meeting (Table A1.14.) 
 Case A1 data indicated participants perceived examples of ‘ideal speech conditions’ fulfilled 
during the committee meeting (Table A1.15.). Both stakeholders and managers perceived 
symmetrical opportunities to contribute to discussion; participants felt free to introduce any 
proposal and express any attitudes, wishes or needs. Case A1 stakeholders and managers 
provided examples to indicate all issues raised were treated fully and to the satisfaction of those 
present. Consistent with results indicating ideal speech conditions were fulfilled; there was no 
evidence of instances where ‘ideal speech conditions’ were perceived to be violated. 
When results were collated and interpreted, it was evident case A1 stakeholders considered 
speech conditions fulfilled and stakeholder listening expectations met during the committee 
meeting. Results from case A1 indicated high levels of congruency between stakeholders and 
managers as regards the level of effective listening perceived during the committee meeting.  
Consistent with these results, a high level of congruency was evident between stakeholder and 
manager perceptions of participatory and non-participatory communication practiced during 
committee meetings. 
4.1.6. Case A1 Recurring themes  
In case A1, ‘trust’ and ‘relationship’ emerged as qualities valued by both cohorts and possibly 
contributing to perceptions of effective organisation listening. Stakeholders consistently used the 
terms “trust’, ‘feel safe’, ‘made us feel welcome’, ‘alliance’, ‘rapport’ and ‘respect’ to describe the 
relationship between stakeholders and the organisation. These terms indicated a positive working 
relationship between the two cohorts. There was agreement between managers and stakeholders 
that a long-term relationship was established between organisation A and the local community. 
Both stakeholders and managers suggested the long-term relationship contributed to perceptions 
of effective organisation listening during the committee meeting.  
There was close correlation between stakeholder expectations and managers’ understanding that 
organisation A was expected to contact stakeholders immediately if an incident occurred on-site 
that had safety implications for the local community.  
Stakeholders expressed a high level of trust for the managers and the organisation. Agreement 
was evident between stakeholders and managers that organisation A aimed for transparency in 
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communication with the local community. The site manager stated “now they [stakeholders] get the 
whole truth, and I like to think they are aware of that (A1.M1). Stakeholders and managers referred to 
meeting minutes and the committee’s Terms of Reference as documents that enhanced 
understanding between the two groups. Stakeholders indicated the committee’s Terms of 
Reference provided valuable information as regards committee objectives and limitations. 
Managers described the Terms of Reference as a document developed to assist stakeholders 
understand manager expectations of committee members. 
4.2. Case A2 context 
In 1991, Australia’s Environmental Protection Authority (EPA) established an organisation-
stakeholder engagement committee in response to an environmental incident associated with site 
A2, a chemical manufacturing site owned by organisation A and situated within the outer-
metropolitan area of Sydney, New South Wales, Australia. Organisation A accepted 
responsibility, citing inappropriate environmental procedures during the 1970’s as the major 
cause of the incident. Site A2’s organisation-stakeholder committee was made up of a wide range 
of stakeholders from different backgrounds including technical experts, local community 
representatives, national and local environmental groups, local council, state government agencies 
and other interested authorities. The purpose of the committee is to provide a forum for 
communication between organisation A and the local community during clean-up of leaked 
pollutants- the result of the environmental incident. Committee members act as two-way 
communication conduits; their role is to receive progress reports from organisation A concerning 
the clean-up project, and to disseminate information back into the local community. In addition, 
committee members provide organisation A with feedback from their respective community 
groups in relation to the organisation’s environmental clean-up strategy.  
In 2003, twelve years after the committee formed, the local community launched a publicity 
campaign criticising organisation A’s progress in the environmental clean-up. In response to the 
negative publicity campaign, organisation A engaged a public relations consultant (Community 
Relations Manager) to manage community relations associated with the environmental clean-up 
strategy. The Community Relations Manager (CRM), commenced work with organisation A in 
September 2003, reporting directly to the organisation’s Public Affairs Manager. The CRM 
conducted interviews with current committee members, facilitated public meetings and personally 
visited local residents to ascertain current community expectations and perceptions of 
organisation A, and in particular, perceptions of communication between site A2 and the local 
community in relation to the environmental clean-up. Results from the interviews and meetings 
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informed a series of community-consultation skills workshops facilitated by the CRM for site 
A2’s management team.  
Case A2 in this study involved stakeholders and managers who attended a meeting of site A2’s 
organisation-stakeholder engagement committee in June 2006. At conclusion of the committee 
meeting, four stakeholders and four organisation representatives (managers), were interviewed 
for the study.  
4.2.1. Expectations of organisation listening 
Data from case A2 was examined within the framework of constructs from listening competency 
literature. 
4.2.1.1. Expectations of an effective listener 
Case A2 stakeholders provided thirty-nine accounts of attributes expected of an effective listener. 
Managers provided forty-eight accounts of attributes expected of an effective listener. Cognitive 
terms receive the highest number of accounts from stakeholders whereas behavioural terms 
received the highest number of accounts from managers (Table A2.1.).  
Case A2 Affective Cognitive Behavioural  TOTAL 
stakeholders  6 17 16 39 
managers 11 15 22 48 
Table A2.1. Case A2: Attributes associated with an effective listener expected 
When case A2 accounts were coded-on within the framework of the QCL taxonomy, results 
indicated agreement between stakeholders and managers that interpersonal skills, non-verbal and 
interaction-based behaviours were most frequently associated with an effective listener: (Table A2.2.).  
 Case A2 
Quality (QCL taxonomy extract) stakeholders managers 
attentive x x 
open-minded x x 
eye contact x x 
appropriate body language x x 
understand/comprehend x  
respond appropriately  x 
ask/answer questions  x 
Table A2.2. Case A2: Qualities associated with an effective listener expected 
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4.2.1.2. Expectations of an effective listening organisation 
Case A2 stakeholders provided fifty-six accounts of attributes associated with an effective 
listening organisation. Case A2 managers provided sixty-eight accounts of attributes associated 
with an effective listening organisation.  Stakeholders primarily (most frequently) describe their 
expectations in cognitive and behavioural terms whilst managers primarily described an effective 
listening organisation in behavioural terms (Table A2.3.). 
Case A2 Affective  Cognitive Behavioural TOTAL 
stakeholders 14 21 21 56 
managers 16 21 31 68 
Table A2.3. Case A2: Attributes associated with an effective listening organisation 
Differences between stakeholder and manager results emerged when attributes were coded-on 
into qualities associated with a competent listening organisation (QCL taxonomy). Stakeholders 
associated interpersonal skills, non-verbal and interaction-based behaviours with an effective 
listening organisation. There was evidence of agreement between the two cohorts that 
appropriate organisation written procedures and actions taken on issues raised, were qualities 
primarily expected from an organisation that listened effectively (Table A2.4.).  
 Case A2 
Quality (QCL taxonomy extract) stakeholders managers 
take action x x 
supportive/empathic x x 
approachable x  
respectful x  
cares x  
objective x  
knowledgeable x  
run a meeting x  
take notes x  
appropriate organisation procedures x x 
appropriate written procedures x  
appropriate venue & set up  x 
appropriate general procedures  x 
respond appropriately  x 
Table A2.4. Case A2: Qualities of effective organisation listening 
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4.2.1.3. Manager understanding of stakeholder expectations 
During the committee meeting, case A2 stakeholders primarily expected the organisation to 
demonstrate cognitive characteristics to indicate effective organisation listening. In comparison, 
case A2 managers believed stakeholders most frequently expected the organisation to 
demonstrate affective characteristics as an indication of effective listening during the committee 
meeting (Table A2.5).  
Case A2 Affective  Cognitive Behavioural Stakeholder listens TOTAL 
Stakeholders 20 38 37  95 
Managers 15 7 12 2 36 
Table A2.5. Case A2: Understanding of stakeholder expectations 
Stakeholders expected organisation A to demonstrate knowledge and comprehend stakeholder 
concerns during the committee meeting. Stakeholders and managers were in agreement that the 
organisation was expected to demonstrate interpersonal skills, verbal, non-verbal and interaction-
based behaviours to indicate effective organisation listening. As with case A1 managers, case A2 
managers believed stakeholders primarily expected to take on the role of listener during 
committee meetings (A2.6.).  
 Case A2 
Quality (QCL taxonomy extract) stakeholders managers 
attentive x x 
approachable x  
open-minded x  
respectful x  
sincere x  
understand/comprehend x  
knowledgeable x  
appropriate organisation procedures x x 
appropriate written procedures x x 
appropriate social procedures  x 
honesty  x 
willing to listen  x 
ask/answer questions  x 
respond appropriately  x 
inclusive  x 
trust  x 
stakeholder listens  x 
Table A2.6. Case A2: Understanding of stakeholder expectations 
Case A2 managers believed stakeholders expected to see evidence of honesty and trust between 
stakeholders and the organisation. Managers were aware that, at times, stakeholders lacked trust 
in organisation A “they would expect that you should be behaving honestly … but they probably think that you 
probably aren't. They don't completely trust you…. they probably expect that some part of what you're saying is 
dishonest” (A2.M3). ‘Stakeholder listens’ was one of the most frequently cited qualities that managers 
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understood stakeholders expected during the committee meeting. Case A2 managers believed 
stakeholders expected to listen to organisation representatives deliver information during the 
committee meeting. According to one manager “they wanted to know what was going on, they wanted the 
facts, although at times this is not always a pretty story” (A2.M.3); “to share information” (A2.M.1). 
Managers believed stakeholders expected organisation A to use appropriate organisation procedures 
during the meeting. Appropriate written procedures and appropriate social procedures were organisation 
procedures most frequently reported by managers (Table A2.6.). 
4.2.2. Perceptions of effective organisation listening  
There was evidence of high levels of agreement between case A2 stakeholder and manager 
reports of effective organisation listening perceived during the committee meeting. Both cohorts 
described characteristics perceived primarily in behavioural terms, and both cohorts perceived a 
similar number of attributes associated with effective organisation listening during the committee 
meeting (Table A2.7.).  
Case A2 Affective Cognitive  Behavioural TOTAL 
stakeholders 6 37 42 85 
managers 9 27 37 73 
TOTAL 15 64 79 158 
Table A2.7. Case A2: Attributes of effective organisation listening perceived 
The quality associated with effective organisation listening most frequently reported by 
stakeholders and managers was appropriate organisation procedures (A2.8.).  
 Case A2 
Quality (QCL taxonomy extract) stakeholders managers 
respond appropriately x x 
appropriate staff involved x  
attentive x  
respectful x  
appropriate body language x  
appropriate organisation procedures x x 
appropriate written procedures x x 
appropriate venue & set up x x 
appropriate general procedures x x 
take action  x 
address issues  x 
Table A2.8. Case A2: Qualities associated with effective organisation listening perceived 
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Managers and stakeholders agreed that interim–reports were an important indicator the 
organisation was interested in what stakeholders had to say and was sincere in efforts to address 
stakeholder concerns. There was concurrence between managers and stakeholders that inclusion 
of an ‘actions taken’ section in meeting-minutes contributed to stakeholder perceptions that 
organisation A listened and took action on issues raised. The ‘actions taken’ section of the 
minutes was reviewed by the committee at each meeting. Additional appropriate written 
procedures included stakeholder descriptions of regular interim-reports prepared by the 
organisation and circulated in-between meetings to stakeholders. Stakeholders perceived this 
procedure was evidence organisation A strived to provide open, honest and transparent 
information to stakeholders.  
During interviews, case A2 stakeholders and managers referred to a series of written documents 
associated with the committee. Managers explained that organisation A’s Community Relations 
Manager (CRM) guided development of the documents. Access to these documents was 
provided for the study. Stakeholders and managers referred to the ‘‘Terms of Reference’ and 
‘Guiding Principles for Committee’ documents as appropriate written procedures that described 
the purpose of the committee and behaviour expected of committee members during committee 
meetings. In addition, managers referred to an internal document developed by the CRM, called 
the ‘Community Relations Team Check-List’. The ‘Check-List’ was a communications guide for 
case A2 staff. Managers explained that the document provided procedures for community 
relations staff to follow in the preparation and facilitation of committee meetings. Case A2 
managers explained the ‘Community Relations Team Check-List’ included guidelines for the 
preparation of interim-reports, circulated to committee members in-between meetings. A review 
of documents during the study confirmed the ‘Check-List’ includes step-by-step procedures for 
staff to follow in preparation for the meeting, including guidelines for gathering agenda-topics, a 
flow-chart for review and sign-off of any organisation presentations to be made at the meeting, 
timelines for preparation and dissemination of support material sent to committee members prior 
to a meeting, and a flow-chart for preparation and distribution of interim-reports.  
4.2.3. Perceptions of NON-effective organisation listening 
Case A2 stakeholders reported twenty-one accounts of NON-effective organisation listening 
perceived during the committee meeting, primarily described in cognitive terms (Table A2.9.). 
Managers self-perceived half the number of instances of NON-effective organisation listening 
attributes than stakeholders reported, although the number of accounts was low compared to 
both cohorts’ accounts of effective organisation listening perceived (Tables A2.7. & A2.9.). 
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Stakeholders and managers most frequently described NON–effective organisation listening 
perceived in cognitive terms (Table A2.9.). 
Case A2 Affective  Cognitive  Behavioural TOTAL 
stakeholders 2 16 3 21 
managers 0 9 1 10 
TOTAL 2 25 4 31 
Table A2.9. Case A2: Attributes of NON-effective organisation listening perceived 
The majority of qualities that stakeholders and managers reported most frequently observed 
during the committee meeting were concerned with the process and procedures associated with 
committee meetings (Table A.10.). Both cohorts complained the venue selected for the 
committee meeting was too small and crowded for the amount of people in attendance. In their 
interviews, case A2 managers acknowledged the venue was crowded, but explained the rationale 
for selection of that venue was the central proximity for all participants. Managers explained the 
venue selected was owned by the local council, therefore the meeting was held on ‘neutral’ 
territory. Managers believed central proximity and neutral territory were important 
considerations, not offered in alternative venues within the local area.  
 Case A2 
Quality (QCL taxonomy extract) stakeholders managers 
not open-minded x  
not run a meeting appropriately x  
not appropriate organisation procedures x x 
no appropriate written procedures x x 
not appropriate venue & set up x x 
not appropriate social procedures  x 
not appropriate general procedures  x 
not trust  x 
Table A2.10. Case A2: Qualities associated with NON-effective organisation listening perceived 
The remaining examples of NON-effective organisation listening concerned manager perceptions 
that stakeholders lacked trust in organisation A. One manager described the lack of trust as a 
possible cause of conflict during the meeting “sooo that’s a kind of medium … I’m not sure if I’d describe 
it as a conflict , I don’t think they’re even that worried about it, I don’t think it keeps them awake at night, its not 
that they don’t think we’re doing anything, it’s just  we’re yet to see that its all ok, and you know, damn good we 
stayed here and watched them”(A2.M1)(A2.10.). Stakeholder statements concurred with manager 
perceptions of a lack of trust between stakeholders and the organisation. In response to the 
question, “at the recent meeting did the organisation meet the level of listening you were led to expect?” one 
stakeholder responds “Yes, but let me just clarify what I am saying here ……. I am always sceptical of 
chemical engineers” (A2.S2). Manager statements concurred with stakeholder comments “I think there 
is at least a limited amount of trust between us, and it's generally good” (A2.M.2).  
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4.2.4. Discrepancies between expectations & perceptions 
Discrepancies were evident between manager self-perceptions and stakeholder observations of 
managers’ listening behaviour. One stakeholder described managers as ‘very effective’, two case 
stakeholders described managers’ as ‘effective to very effective’ listeners and one stakeholder 
rated managers as ‘effective’ listeners, during the committee meeting (Table A2.11.). Case A2 
managers rated themselves lower than stakeholders perceived, describing themselves as ‘effective’ 
listeners (Table A2.11.).  
 Case A2 
Rating stakeholders managers 
very very effective   
very effective 1  
effective/v.effective 2  
effective  1 4 
average   
ineffective   
no response   
Table A2.11. “How do you rate managers as listeners?” 
Case A2 responses indicated accuracy between stakeholder and manager perceptions during the 
committee meeting. Stakeholder responses concurred with manager estimates that stakeholder 
expectations were met during the committee meeting. (Table A2.12.).  
 Case A2 
Expectations stakeholders managers 
yes 3 4 
no   
no response 1  
Table A2.12. “Were stakeholder expectations met?” 
Three out of four stakeholders identified phone calls, pre-meeting briefing documents and advertisements as 
communication sources that influenced their expectations. Communication sources identified by 
two out of four stakeholders included: letters, past experience, email, minutes of meetings with ‘actions 
taken’ section, interim-reports to all committee members, previous experience with other organisations and 
brochures (Table A2.13.).  
All managers identified the following communication sources: phone calls, past experience and the 
site-specific newsletter. Three out of four managers identified: pre-meeting briefing documents, 
advertisements, letters, emails, and the organisation’s website (Table A2.13.). 
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Case A2 
Communication Source stakeholders managers 
phone calls x x 
pre-meeting briefing documents  x x 
advertisements x x 
letters x x 
past experience x x 
email x x 
minutes of meetings with ‘actions taken’  x  
interim-reports to committee members x  
previous experience with other organisation x  
brochures x  
newsletter  x 
website  x 
Table A2.13. Basis of stakeholder expectations 
Case A2 managers demonstrated accuracy in their understanding of communication sources that 
may have raised or, conversely, lowered stakeholder expectations. Six of the ten communication 
sources most frequently identified by stakeholders were also most frequently identified by 
managers (Table A2.13.). 
4.2.5. Participatory communication  
Data from case A2 was re-examined within the framework of constructs from participatory 
communication literature (Table 2.6.2.).  
4.2.5.1. Knowledge 
Case A2 participants (stakeholders and managers) provided a total of twenty-two statements that 
indicated managers were ‘knowledgeable’ about, or showed interest in, stakeholder issues, during 
the committee meeting (S= 6; M=16) (Table A2.14). One stakeholder stated “I noticed that the 
people seem to be more comfortable, not complacent, just more familiar with their roles now they’re amenable, 
amiable, open to all questions, knowledgeable” (A2. S4). Managers indicated empathy for stakeholder 
concerns and a genuine interest in understanding issues from stakeholders’ perspectives “and, you 
know, the things that are happening to these residents.  I try and see how they would -- I think I can see why they 
would feel like they do to a certain extent” (A2.M.2).  
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Challenge to knowledge 
There were no statements recorded by case A2 stakeholders or managers to indicate either party 
challenged the organisation’s knowledge of, or interest in, understanding stakeholder issues. 
There were no statements to suggest stakeholders believed managers made statements they did 
not believe themselves, simply to convince stakeholders (Table A2.14.).  
Case A2 stakeholders managers Case A2 stakeholders managers 
knowledge 6 16 challenge to knowledge 0 0 
appropriate  32 17 challenge to appropriate  13 5 
sincerity 16 11 challenge to sincerity 4 3 
comprehension 35 36 challenge to comprehension 3 0 
TOTAL 89 80 TOTAL 20 8 
TableA2.14. Validity claims met Challenge to validity claims  
4.2.5.2. Appropriate  
Stakeholders provided almost twice as many examples than managers of ‘appropriate’ behaviour 
exhibited by the organisation, given its legal mandate and responsibilities (S=32; M=17) (Table 
A2.14.). The majority of statements related to appropriate organisation procedures used by the 
organisation in the set-up and coordination of the committee meeting. Stakeholders considered 
managers in attendance were an appropriate choice “as far as public face of [organisation A], they’re 
fine, they’re a great example of the people to be there” (A2.S4); “ and at that level [organisation A] relate very 
well to the community ,even though they are the face of a massive corporation” (A2.S4); “[the managers] 
couldn’t be nicer whatever their jobs are supposed to be they’re certainly doing them and doing them successfully” 
(A2.S3). Managers referred to the use of appropriate written procedures, in particular the ‘Terms of 
Reference’ and ‘Guiding Principles for Committee’ documents. Managers believed these 
documents assisted stakeholders and managers understand their roles and responsibilities within 
the context of the committee “there’s terms of reference which kind of says what they must do, and there’s 
another document which says how people should treat each other…” (A2.M1). Two managers, engineers by 
profession, described the community-consultation skills training conducted by the Community 
Relations manager (CRM), as appropriate and helpful, “so [CRM] would basically direct how to do those 
things, and put forward you know, strong points of view about we have to do this first. You know, you might not 
want to do it but it's going to be really, really important to do it, because engineers like to get on with things and 
not worry about consulting with anybody, just get on with it. So there was actually a lot of difficultly with people 
accepting that we need to do those things do enough of the right things” (A2.M3); “But I think [CRM] actually 
instigated a lot of things that weren't very comfortable for us, but have been proven to be essential to getting support 
for the [committee] to do the work that we're doing” (A2.M2). Managers explained the choice of venue 
for committee meetings was based on consideration of what stakeholders would consider 
appropriate “[organisation A] could still have put up a fancy hotel or something like that but basically I think 
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that we're happy to run with sort of the normal community expectations, the council chambers. It's a community 
facility, so why not use a community facility? ... and I think to a certain extent if you put them in a big flash hotel, 
I think they will think they are being conned” (A2.M2). 
Challenge to appropriate  
Stakeholders reported more than twice the number of ‘challenges to appropriate’ behaviour than 
managers self-report (S=13; M=5) (Table A2.14.). The majority of stakeholder statements related 
to inappropriate organisation procedures. Examples included stakeholder perceptions that the 
committee Chairperson did not have appropriate skills for chairing a meeting, problems with the 
venue selected and the absence of name tags for committee members. Manager statements 
reflected concerns with organisation procedures associated with the committee meeting; for 
example managers acknowledged limitations with the venue selected, the meeting ran over-time, 
and that there were some problems with the catering.  
4.2.5.3. Sincerity 
There was congruency between stakeholder and manager perceptions that organisation A was 
‘sincere’ in attempts to address stakeholder concerns (S=16; M=11) (Table A2.14.). Case A2 
stakeholders and managers perceived the organisation’s allocation of resources to the committee 
as a key indicator of sincerity “they’ve been throwing a lot of resources at communication” (A2.S2); “they 
have a team and that’s important, a lot of companies don’t have the resources to have a team on an issue” 
(A2.S4). Managers confirmed organisation A’s financial commitment to address stakeholder 
issues “we don't shy from spending money on those sorts of things (A2.M2). Managers described their 
efforts to provide honest and transparent communication to stakeholders “the fact that we are 
furiously scrawling and then prepare really detailed minutes is an indication that we are listening…..I also think 
the contact we have with members between meetings is an indication of our interest in what they have to say and 
how they feel about things (A2.M1); “we talk about our open and transparent approach to community 
consultation, and I feel that we have” (A2.M3). 
Challenge to sincerity 
There was congruency in the number of statements by stakeholders and managers to ‘challenge 
the sincerity’ of organisation A (S=4; M=3) (Table A2.14.). Both cohorts recognised trust 
between organisation A and its stakeholders was qualified, and as a result every action or 
statement made by the organisation was carefully scrutinised by stakeholders “I think they’re 
conducting themselves very professionally, doesn’t mean I’m not sceptical about what they’re saying (A2.S2); “all 
that being said, there is still that mystery area, area of a big company that people like me would never know 
about” (A2.S3). One manager used the term ‘moot trust’ to describe the relationship between 
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stakeholders and the organisation “it’s not that they don’t think were doing anything, its just “we’re yet to 
see that its all  ok… and you know, damn good we stayed here and watched them” (A2.M1). Another 
manager observed “they would expect that you should be behaving honestly, but they probably think that you 
probably aren't. They don't completely trust you” (A2.M3). 
4.2.5.4. Comprehension 
Stakeholders and managers recorded a similar number of statements to indicate they understood 
the other party’s position and the issues involved, suggesting congruency between the two 
cohorts on perceptions of ‘comprehension’(S=35; M=36) (Table A2.14.). Distribution of 
background briefing documents to members prior to the committee meeting was perceived to 
enhance understanding between stakeholders and managers “my attitude toward them is changed largely 
because I’ve been better informed, they’re in a situation where they have to clean up the situation that their 
predecessors left” (A2.S3); “there’s a been a wealth of information that I don’t think anything has been wanting” 
(A2.S3). Manager statements agreed with stakeholder responses “so there’s the original briefing note 
summary of where we’re at…..gives them enough info about what they’re going to hear about tonight so they can 
ask some questions about that or that. So they can come along ready with some questions on that (A2.M3); “every 
single bit of consultation we do, whatever, we're always striving to get the balance between technical and 
understandable” (A2.M4). Comprehensive minute-taking during the meeting was perceived by 
stakeholders to enhance mutual understanding “minutes have been fairly comprehensive” (A2.S2). 
Manager statements concurred with stakeholder perceptions “they all received a very detailed package in 
advance of the meeting, which included minutes of previous meeting” (A2.M1); “because I think that they were 
understanding of issues, and thought that we were dealing with them in an appropriate way” (A2.M2). 
Managers stressed the importance of transparency in information delivered to stakeholders.  
Challenge to comprehension 
Consistent with previous statements indicating the importance of transparent, accurate 
information and background briefing documents, stakeholders perceived an absence of 
transparency constituted a ‘challenge to comprehension’ “ you really are never getting the whole picture, 
you’re getting the info they want disseminated and possibly no more”(A2.S3). One stakeholder provided an 
example of information disseminated too late for stakeholders to read and comprehend prior to 
the meeting “there’s the ones that came out this week, to read them you just can’t do it in that particular time, I 
got all this last Thursday with a meeting on Tuesday, yeah, communication is alright but to get all that its nearly 
impossible with everything else you have to do. That was a bit late I think” (A2.S1). No comments from 
managers indicated a lack of comprehension (Table A2.14.).  
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4.2.5.5. Symmetrical opportunities for communication 
Case A2 participants recorded twenty-four instances conforming to the description of 
‘symmetrical opportunities for communication’ (S=11; M=13) (Table A2.15.). Stakeholders 
described instances when they openly disagreed with the organisation’s viewpoint during the 
committee meeting “I didn’t agree with a lot of it, and they know I don’t because I’ve told them before …I’m 
not in favour of [organisation A], I get along alright with them, they know my attitude” (A2.S1); “this is 
something that I argued with the Chairman about” (A2.S2). Manager statements concurred with 
stakeholder perceptions that stakeholders were free to challenge the organisation on topics “that 
was a bit of different views, to have different views in the room on that one” (A2. M4). Managers described 
the existence of an independent monitoring group, selected by the committee to provide 
independent comment on organisation A’s operations during the clean-up project “the community 
now has their own independent monitoring committee of technical people” (A2.M3).  
Symmetrical opportunities for communication violated 
There was no suggestion a lack of symmetrical opportunities for communication was evident 
during the committee meeting. There were no statements in manager or stakeholder interview 
transcripts to suggest stakeholders felt unable to ask questions or challenge the organisation’s 
position on issues raised (Table A2.15.). 
Case A2 stakeholders managers Case A2 stakeholders managers 
Symmetrical 
opportunities for 
communication  
11 13 symmetrical 
opportunities for 
communication violated 
0 0 
free to raise any 
proposition 
5 5 free to raise any 
proposition violated 
0 0 
full and equal 
treatment of 
propositions raised  
4 6 full and equal treatment 
of propositions raised 
violated 
2 1 
TOTAL 20 24 TOTAL 2 1 
Table A2.15. Speech conditions fulfilled  Speech conditions violated 
4.2.5.6. Free to raise any proposition 
In case A2, both cohorts provided five examples to indicate stakeholders felt free to raise any 
proposal they wished for discussion (S=5; M=5) (Table A2.15.). One stakeholder noted “one of 
the ladies picked up a….something from last meeting, there was some discussion about whether that was right, and 
I think it was corrected that the community person was right, but it was picked up and it was done well,” 
(A2.S4). One manager stated “I mean he’s a fairly effective Chair, he won’t close off someone and say we have 
to stick to the agenda at all costs. Sometimes he’ll say we’re running late we need to move on in the agenda, but he 
will also say ok this is important , we need to talk about this so lets talk about it” (A2.M3). 
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Free to raise any proposition violated 
There were no examples to indicate stakeholders lacked the freedom to raise any propositions 
during the meeting (Table A.15.). 
4.2.5.7. Full and equal treatment of propositions raised 
Case A2 participants provided ten items to indicate any issues raised were answered to the 
satisfaction of those attending (S=4; M=6) (Table A2.15.). In the opinion of one stakeholder “I 
ring up and ask [organisation A] something they’ll ring me back and tell me the answer which to me means 
they’re doing something with the stakeholders” (A2.S1). One manager described his efforts to ensure 
stakeholder questions were answered fully “ and that meant you would have to stop the presentation and 
listen to the question and answer it as best you can, and seek clarification to make sure you're answering the right 
question” (A2.M2). 
Full and equal treatment of propositions raised violated 
Stakeholders observed two instances, and managers self-observed one instance during the 
committee meeting, where propositions raised were not treated fully and to the satisfaction of 
participants (S=2; M=1) (Table A2.15.). Stakeholders believed one issue was not addressed 
adequately “response you got there, was they listened but they didn’t want to go there, listening is different to 
doing what you’re told to do!” (A2.S2); “but he said no, we’re putting in bigger [product]. It’s right in the 
middle of [name of road], they’re doing this, it just didn’t make sense to me, but then I’m not an engineer” 
(A2.S1). One manager acknowledged that an issue raised was not resolved to the satisfaction of 
stakeholders, describing the level of conflict between the two cohorts during the discussion as 
very high “many residents felt very aggrieved that they have lost that amenity. [Organisation A] has tried to 
help restore that amenity to a certain degree, but in practice it's not the same, it's only a part of the solution. So 
that [conflict] was very high” (A2.M2). 
4.2.6. Listening effectiveness and Participatory communication  
When case A2 data was examined through the prism of listening competency, there was 
indication of agreement between stakeholder and manager expectations of an effective listening 
organisation. Stakeholders and managers primarily described their expectations in behavioural 
terms, with stakeholders giving equal weighting to cognitive and behavioural characteristics they 
expected to see if an organisation listened effectively (Table A2.2.). 
Less agreement was evident when stakeholder expectations of organisation A’s listening 
effectiveness during this committee meeting were compared with managers’ understanding of 
stakeholder expectations. Stakeholders expected to see primarily cognitive and behavioural 
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characteristics, whereas managers understood stakeholders expected to see primarily affective 
characteristics (Table A2.3.). Further comparison of case A2 stakeholder expectations and 
managers’ understanding of stakeholder expectations is presented in Table A2.6. Results 
suggested managers’ understanding of stakeholder expectations were not closely correlated with 
stakeholder expectations. The only quality both cohorts identified as primarily expected by 
stakeholders was appropriate organisation procedures (Table A2.6.). 
Case A2 managers accurately understood the level of trust between stakeholders and organisation 
A, described by both cohorts as ‘moot’ or ‘limited’ trust. Both cohorts were aware that any 
actions or statements made by organisation A and considered by committee members to have 
potential impact on the local community, were thoroughly scrutinised. 
 Case A2 participants perceived significantly more effective than NON-effective organisation 
listening attributes during the committee meeting (effective=158; NON-effective=31) (Table 
A2.7. & A2.9.). Both cohorts were in agreement that effective organisation listening attributes 
most frequently perceived were behavioural in nature (Table A2.7.).  
Stakeholders and managers most frequently identified the following qualities indicating 
organisation A listened effectively during the committee meeting: 
• appropriate organisation procedures; 
• respond appropriately. 
There was less agreement between case A2 manager and stakeholder perceptions of NON-
effective organisation listening perceived during the committee meeting (Table A2.9.). 
Stakeholders perceived twice as many instances of NON-effective organisation listening practices 
than managers self-observed, although the number of accounts from both cohorts was low. 
Stakeholders and managers agreed that managers most frequently exhibited cognitive examples of 
NON-effective organisation listening during the meeting (Table A2.9.).  
Stakeholders and managers were in agreement that during the committee meeting, the following 
quality was most frequently perceived as indicative of NON–effective organisation listening: 
• NOT appropriate organisation procedures  
Results indicated some discrepancy between stakeholder perceptions of manager listening 
effectiveness and manager self-perceptions. Results indicated case A2 managers were more self-
critical of their listening effectiveness than stakeholders perceived (Table A2.11.). Managers 
accurately perceived stakeholder expectations were met during the meeting (Table A2.12.).  
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Case A2 managers demonstrated accuracy in their understanding of communication sources that 
may have raised or, conversely, lowered, stakeholder expectations. Six of ten communication 
sources stakeholders most frequently identified were accurately identified by managers (Table A2.13.).  
Case A2 data was re-examined within the framework of participatory communication to evaluate 
the extent of case A2’s adherence to Habermas’s norms of communicative action (Jacobson, 
2007a, 2007b). Case A2 stakeholders and managers demonstrated high congruency in their 
perceptions of validity claims met during the committee meeting (Tables A2.14.).  
Stakeholders provided twice as many examples of challenges to validity claims, primarily 
perceptions of ‘inappropriate’ actions or behaviours by the organisation, considering its legal 
mandate and responsibilities. The majority of stakeholder examples were concerned with 
inappropriate organisation procedures evident as ‘challenges to the appropriateness’ by the organisation 
during the committee meeting (Table A2.14.) 
 Case A2 data indicated congruency between stakeholder and manager perceptions that ‘ideal 
speech conditions’ were fulfilled during the committee meeting (Table A2.15.). Stakeholders and 
managers perceived symmetrical opportunities to contribute to discussion; participants felt free 
to introduce any proposal and express any attitudes, wishes or needs. Case A2 stakeholders and 
managers provided examples to indicate all issues raised were treated fully and to the satisfaction 
of those present. Consistent with case A2 results indicating ideal speech conditions were fulfilled; 
there were very few examples from either cohort, of instances where ‘ideal speech conditions’ 
were perceived to be violated. (Table A2.15.). 
When case A2 results were collated and interpreted, it was evident stakeholders perceived 
significantly more effective than NON-effective organisation listening practices during the 
committee meeting. Three of four stakeholders considered their listening expectations were met 
during the committee meeting. Stakeholders provided more examples of validity claims met than 
challenged, and more examples of speech conditions fulfilled than violated.  
Results from case A2 indicated moderate to high levels of congruency between stakeholders and 
managers as regards the level of effective organisation listening perceived during the committee 
meeting. Consistent with these results, moderate to high levels of congruency were evident 
between stakeholder and manager perceptions of participatory and non-participatory 
communication practiced during committee meetings. 
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4.2.7. Case A2 Recurring themes 
Results suggested the level of trust between case A2 stakeholders and managers was not always 
conducive to achievement of mutual understanding on issues raised, but the level of trust was 
accurately understood by both cohorts. Case A2 stakeholders and managers frequently used the 
terms ‘rapport’, ‘honesty’, ‘professional’ and ‘transparent communication’, to describe the 
relationship established between stakeholders and organisation A, and the stakeholder 
engagement committee’s communication procedures since 2003.  
Both cohorts perceived power to be equally distributed between stakeholders and the 
organisation. Examples included selection of a venue at a neutral facility (local council building), 
and the appointment of an Independent Monitoring Committee to provide expert, third party 
advice as regards actions taken by the organisation during the  environmental clean-up.  
Mutual understanding as to the role of the stakeholder engagement committee was evident 
between stakeholders and the organisation. Stakeholders understood their role on the committee 
was to receive information from the organisation, inform their respective community groups of 
issues and actions proposed at the meeting, and to provide organisation A with feedback from 
their respective community groups. Congruent with stakeholder perceptions, managers described 
stakeholders as representatives of the local community, who act as two-way communication 
conduits, disseminating information back into the community and providing organisation A with 
community views on issues raised. 
4.3. Case A3 context 
Case A3 was an organisation-stakeholder engagement event held at a chemical manufacturing site 
owned by organisation A. Site A3 was situated in an outer-suburb of Melbourne, Victoria, 
Australia. Site A3 provided a ‘deviant case’ for the study. As stated in Chapter three, this study 
explored the proposition that community-consultation training for managers positively influences 
stakeholder perceptions of an organisation’s listening competence. Organisation A provided two 
cases for the study in which managers involved in the organisation-stakeholder engagement 
events received community-consultation skills training, cases A1 and A2. Case A3 was the one 
case provided by organisation A where participating managers had not undergone community-
consultation skills training.  
Site A3’s stakeholder-engagement committee was established in 2001 as a forum for 
communication between organisation A and the local community. The Site Manager, appointed 
in 2005, was responsible for co-ordination of the committee. Case A3 in this study involved 
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stakeholders and managers who attended a meeting of this committee in August, 2006. At 
conclusion of the committee meeting, three managers and three stakeholders were interviewed 
for the study.  
4.3.1. Expectations of effective organisation listening 
Data from case A3 was examined within the framework of constructs from listening competency 
literature.  
4.3.1.1. Expectations of an effective listener 
Case A3 stakeholders provided twenty-nine accounts of attributes expected of an effective 
listener. Behavioural terms received the highest number of accounts from stakeholders. Managers 
provided forty accounts of attributes expected of an effective listener (Table A3.1.). Behavioural 
terms received the highest number of accounts from case A3 stakeholders and managers (Table A3.1.). 
Case A3 Affective Cognitive Behavioural TOTAL 
stakeholders 7 8 14 29 
managers 13 9 18 40 
Table A3.1. Case A3: Attributes associated with an effective listener expected 
Consistent with results from cases A1 and A2, stakeholders and manager in case A3 most 
frequently associated interpersonal skills, non-verbal and interaction-based behaviours with an 
effective listener (Table A3.2.). 
 Case A3 
Quality (QCL taxonomy extract) stakeholders managers 
understand/comprehend x x 
open-minded x  
willing to listen x  
interested x x 
respectful x  
eye contact x  
hear well x  
patience x  
respond appropriately  x 
approachable  x 
supportive/empathy  x 
Table A3.2. Case A3: Qualities associated with an effective listener expected 
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4.3.1.2. Expectations of an effective listening organisation 
Case A3 stakeholders provided sixty-three accounts of attributes associated with an effective 
listening organisation. Case A3 managers provided forty-nine accounts of attributes associated 
with an effective listening organisation. Stakeholders and managers primarily (most frequently) 
described their expectations of an effective listening organisation in behavioural terms (Table A3.3.) 
Case A3 Affective  Cognitive Behavioural TOTAL 
stakeholders 13 14 36 63 
managers 12 10 27 49 
Table A3.3. Case A3: Attributes associated with an effective listening organisation expected 
Consistent with their expectations of an effective listener, case A3 stakeholders expected an 
effective listening organisation to demonstrate interpersonal, non-verbal and interaction-based 
behaviours. In contrast, managers most frequently identified cognitive behaviours that addressed 
stakeholder issues and demonstrated the organisation took action on issues raised (Table A3.4.) 
 Case A3 
Quality (QCL taxonomy extract) stakeholders managers 
address all issues x x 
approachable x  
attentive x  
willing to listen x  
receptive x  
understand/comprehend  x 
take action  x 
Table A3.4. Case A3: Qualities associated with an effective listening organisation 
4.3.1.3. Manager understanding of stakeholder expectations 
Case A3 Affective  Cognitive Behavioural  Stakeholder listens TOTAL 
stakeholders 20 22 50  92 
managers 6 11 3 2 24 
Table A3.5. Case A3: Understanding of stakeholder expectations 
During the committee meeting, case A3 stakeholders most frequently expected organisation A to 
demonstrate behavioural characteristics to indicate effective organisation listening whereas managers 
believed stakeholders primarily expected them to demonstrate cognitive attributes (Table A3.5.). 
During the committee meeting, case A3 stakeholders primarily expected organisation A to exhibit 
interpersonal skills, non-verbal and interaction-based behaviours to indicate effective organisation 
listening (Table A3.6.). Case A3 managers believed stakeholders primarily expected them to be 
knowledgeable, honest and show empathy for stakeholder concerns. Consistent with findings 
from cases A1 and A2, managers believed stakeholders came to committee meetings primarily to 
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listen to managers deliver information (Table A3.6.). Case A3 managers believed stakeholders 
wanted to hear of any recent issues that could impact on them “or I suppose in the last period of time, 
short period of time or what may be coming up in the future that could impact on them” (A3.M3). One 
manager believed stakeholders expected him to include photographic components in his 
presentations “some good photographs, always expect some good photographs from me” (A3.M2).  
 Case A3 
Quality (QCL taxonomy extract) stakeholders managers 
address all issues x  
approachable x  
attentive x  
willing to listen x  
understand/comprehend x  
receptive x  
approachable x  
honesty  x 
knowledgeable  x 
supportive/empathy  x 
stakeholder listens  x 
Table A3.6. Case A3: Understanding of stakeholder expectations 
4.3.2. Perceptions of effective organisation listening  
Case A3 stakeholders provided eighty accounts of effective organisation listening perceived, most 
frequently described in behavioural terms (Table A3.7.). Case A3 managers self-reported sixty-three 
accounts of effective organisation listening demonstrated during the committee meeting, 
primarily described in cognitive terms (Table A3.7.). 
Case A3 Affective Cognitive Behavioural TOTAL 
stakeholders 8 30 42 80 
managers 5 33 25 63 
TOTAL 13 63 67 143 
Table A3.7. Case A3: Attributes of effective organisation listening perceived 
Manager responses concurred with stakeholder perceptions that the quality associated with 
effective organisation listening most frequently reported was appropriate organisation procedures 
(Table A3.8.). Appropriate social procedures described by both cohorts included a friendly, 
hospitable manner demonstrated by the site manager, and an informal, relaxed atmosphere 
created during the lunch provided prior to the committee meeting and maintained during the 
committee meeting.  
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 Case A3 
Quality (QCL taxonomy extract) stakeholders managers 
attentive x x 
understand/comprehend x x 
ask/answer questions x  
respond appropriately x  
inclusive x  
run a meeting appropriately x  
appropriate organisation procedures x x 
appropriate social procedures x x 
appropriate venue & set up x x 
respectful  x 
Table A3.8. Case A3: Qualities of effective organisation listening perceived 
4.3.3. Perceptions of NON-effective organisation listening 
Case A3 stakeholders reported eighteen accounts of NON-effective organisation listening 
perceived during the committee meeting. Case A3 managers self-reported twenty-nine accounts 
of NON-effective organisation listening demonstrated during the committee meeting. 
Stakeholders and managers most frequently described NON-effective organisation listening 
perceived in cognitive terms (Table A3.9.). 
Case A3 Affective Cognitive Behavioural TOTAL 
stakeholders 0 17 1 18 
managers 2 26 1 29 
TOTAL 2 43 2 47 
Table A3.9. Case A3: Attributes of NON-effective organisation listening perceived 
Seventeen of the eighteen stakeholder accounts of NON-effective organisation listening were 
examples of the organisation using inappropriate organisation procedures (Table A3.10.).  
 Case A3 
Quality (QCL taxonomy extract) stakeholders managers 
not appropriate organisation procedures x x 
not appropriate general procedures x x 
not appropriate written procedures x x 
not appropriate social procedures x  
not appropriate venue & set up  x 
not run a meeting appropriately x  
Table A3.10. Case A3: Qualities of NON-effective organisation listening perceived 
Examples concerned stakeholder and manager perceptions that the stakeholder-engagement 
committee did not have an adequate number of community representatives in attendance and 
inappropriate written procedures, associated with the committee meeting, were evident. 
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Both stakeholders and managers were in agreement as regards examples of written procedures 
that were not considered appropriate, expressing concern that the agenda did not provide enough 
information on topics to be discussed at the meeting and that more background briefing material, 
including the agenda and minutes of the previous meeting, should be circulated to members prior 
to the committee meeting. Observation by the researcher as part of this study revealed the 
agenda and minutes of the previous meeting were available as hand-outs at the door of the 
meeting room; but stakeholders and managers indicated during their interviews that they would 
prefer to familiarise themselves with these documents prior to attending committee meetings. 
In addition, both cohorts described some presentations by managers as too technical, suggesting 
material presented was not prepared specifically for a community-based audience. Manager responses 
confirmed stakeholder perceptions, acknowledging that some presentations had been prepared 
for in-house presentations for organisation A staff, and had not been modified for the committee.  
4.3.4. Discrepancies between expectations & perceptions 
Responses in case A3 suggested low congruency between management self-perceptions and 
stakeholder observations of managers’ listening practices. Managers rated themselves lower than 
stakeholders perceived, describing themselves as ‘average’ and ‘effective’ listeners. Stakeholders 
described manager listening as ‘effective’ and ‘very effective’. One stakeholder did not respond to 
the question. (Table A3.11.).  
 Case A3 
Rating stakeholders managers 
very very effective   
very effective 1  
effective/v.effective   
effective  1 2 
Average  1 
Ineffective   
no response 1  
Table A3.11. How do you rate managers as listeners?” 
Results from case A3 suggested moderate correlation between and stakeholder perceptions 
during the meeting. Two stakeholders perceived their expectations were met and one stakeholder 
did not believe her expectations were met. In comparison, all case A3 managers believed 
stakeholder expectations were met during the meeting (A3.12.).  
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 Case A3 
Expectations stakeholders managers 
yes 2 3 
no 1  
no response   
Table A3.12. “Were stakeholder expectations met?” 
All case A3 stakeholders interviewed identified past experience with the organisation as an influence 
on their expectations. Communication sources identified by two out of three stakeholders 
included: brochures, letters, the relationship between stakeholders and organisation A staff, website, 
emails, advertisements and the annual calendar (site-specific) (Table A3.13.).   
All case A3 managers interviewed stated they did not know what communication sources influence 
stakeholder expectations, but suggested past experience with the organisation may have influenced 
stakeholder expectations. Communication sources suggested by two out of three managers 
included: brochures, letters, sponsorship of local community projects, minutes from previous meeting with 
actions taken, agenda, and the existence of the committee (Table A3.13.).  
Only three of eight communication sources identified most frequently by stakeholders, were also 
reported most frequently by managers. This result indicated case A3 managers did not have a 
high level of understanding as regards communication sources that may influence stakeholder 
expectations (Table A3.13.). 
Case A3 
Communication Source stakeholders managers 
past experience x x 
brochures x x 
letters x x 
relationship & sponsorship x x 
website x  
emails x  
advertisements x  
annual calendar (site specific) x  
minutes from previous meeting with ‘actions taken’  x 
agenda  x 
existence of committee  x 
did not know  x 
Table A3.13. Basis of stakeholder expectations 
4.3.5. Participatory communication  
Data from case A3 was re-examined within the framework of constructs from participatory 
communication literature (Table 2.6.2.).  
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4.3.5.1. Knowledge 
Case A3 managers self-reported more examples than stakeholders perceived of instances 
organisation A was ‘knowledgeable’ of, or interested in, stakeholder issues (S=1; M=15) (Table 
A3.14.). Managers self-reported fifteen examples compared to one statement from stakeholders. 
Managers acknowledged it was easier to communicate with other business divisions located on–
site, than with community representatives “this is more a site meeting where you're getting together with 
everybody else on the site plus a few other players which is not the way I would like to … we're building up good 
rapport with all the other organisations, and to tell you the truth, we spend a lot of time arguing and fighting with 
other organisations more than we do with the public.” (A3.M2).  
Challenge to knowledge  
There were low levels of congruency evident as regards challenges to the organisation’s 
knowledge of opportunities or threats (S=4; M=18) (Table A3.14.). Stakeholder statements 
revealed no significant community issues had ever been discussed in committee meetings, and 
there had not been any conflict between stakeholders and managers. Manager statements 
concurred with stakeholder perceptions “maybe it's the nature of these meetings too,…. because of the 
audience that ends up coming to it ... which is a bit of a shame, because one of the issues about this -- I don't know 
how the community feels about the [name of issue](A3.M2). The majority of manager statements 
reflected concern at the lack of community stakeholders attending the committee meeting “[it is] 
very difficult to find community people to get involved. [name] did a doorknock, no response, advertisement in local 
paper” (A3.M1); “there was really only one community sort of person, one plus another person who was a past 
employee” (A3.M3). 
A review of the committee membership list was undertaken as part of this study. Stakeholders 
listed as committee members included representatives of other business divisions of organisation 
A that operate on the industrial site, representatives of statutory authorities associated with the 
chemical industry, and representatives of government organisations. The Metropolitan Fire 
Brigade, Worksafe Victoria and City West Water were represented. 
One stakeholder listed as a community representative confirmed during his interview that he was 
a past employee, having retired recently after thirty years employment with organisation A. A 
second community representative interviewed stated this was the first committee meeting she had 
attended. The stakeholder explained that the community group she represented had recently 
received sponsorship funding from organisation A and that this was the first meeting the 
community group had been invited to attend.  
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Case A3 stakeholder manager Case A3 stakeholder manager 
knowledge 1 15 challenge to knowledge 4 18 
appropriate  26 34 challenge to appropriate  10 11 
sincerity 7 8 challenge to sincerity 0 0 
comprehension 26 18 challenge to comprehension 13 9 
TOTAL 60 75 TOTAL 27 38 
Table A3.14. Case A3: Validity claims met Challenge to validity claims  
4.3.5.2. Appropriate 
Case A3 stakeholders and managers provided many examples of ‘appropriate’ behaviour 
exhibited by the organisation, given its legal mandate and responsibilities (S=26; M=34) (Table 
A3.14.). Stakeholders perceived appropriate organisation procedures used by the organisation in the set-
up and coordination of the committee, and appropriate social interaction before, during and after 
the meeting. Managers described organisation procedures and the opportunities provided for 
informal, friendly social interaction between organisation representatives and stakeholders, as 
examples of appropriate behaviour exhibited by the organisation. Stakeholders believed the 
Chairperson conducted the meeting appropriately. Manager statements concurred with 
stakeholder perceptions that the Chairperson conducted the meeting appropriately, noting he 
adopted a friendly but efficient manner during the committee meeting. Statements in relation to 
the venue selected for the committee meeting were a mix of positive and negative perceptions. 
Some stakeholders believed the on-site venue selected, in an isolated area of the industrial site, 
was appropriate due to its isolation. Other stakeholders criticised the venue as too isolated and 
difficult to find.  
Challenge to appropriate  
There was a high level of congruency between stakeholder and manager descriptions of 
inappropriate behaviour exhibited by the organisation during the committee meeting (S=10; 
M=11) (Table A3.14). Both cohorts provided examples of inappropriate presentations delivered 
by managers and expressed concern that some stakeholders selected as committee members were 
not representative of the local community. Managers expressed concern that the venue was too 
isolated and the time of day committee meetings were held, mid-morning on a weekday, was 
inappropriate for community stakeholders.  
Stakeholders considered the lack of name-tags for committee members as inappropriate. One 
manager revealed he had not received any documentation explaining the purpose of the 
committee or any guidelines to assist in preparation of presentations “maybe it wasn't structured 
enough to sort of say okay I'm going to speak for 10 minutes on this subject and I would expect a certain period of 
time on this subject and so on.  It seemed to be very much an open timeframe…and I suppose I just interpreted 
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what I should and shouldn't be presenting from my business point of view” (A3.M3). Consistent with these 
observations, stakeholders and managers expressed frustration that the meeting was allowed to 
run over-time.  
4.3.5.3. Sincerity 
Congruency was evident between stakeholder and manager perceptions that the organisation was 
‘sincere’ in attempts to address stakeholder concerns (S=7; M=8) (Table A3.14.). “They've got a real 
willingness to be able to work with the authorities to better everybody, basically” (A3.S1);“To me, when you go to 
a meeting like and they're there to welcome you it makes you feel good……I'm part of this and they appreciate my 
efforts and I think they welcome me here and it's a thank you” (A3.S2). Statements indicated a sincere 
effort was made by case A3 managers to recruit local community representatives on the 
committee “I think that we're going out of our way [name] and myself and [name] had been doing doorknocks 
just recently to let people know what we're doing at certain parts of the site, just -- we give them a letter and say we 
are going to be doing some drilling out there, and we're looking for this sort of stuff” (A3.M2).  
Challenge to sincerity 
There were no statements from stakeholders or managers to indicate a challenge to the sincerity 
of the organisation.  
4.3.5.4. Comprehension 
Case A3 stakeholders and managers provided many examples to indicate participants felt they 
understood the other parties’ position and issues (S=26; M=18) (Table A3.14.). One stakeholder 
described the committee meeting as “a very good sounding board for everybody to sort of you know, talk 
about issues that crop up and it's good for [local water authority] to sort of hear what the [local city council] 
are sort of working on or what issues they've had in the last quarter…. certainly the residents that are there, you 
know, [we are able] to get a feel for how we impact on the surrounding neighbourhood (A3.S2). Another 
stakeholder commented positively on the lack of jargon used by managers during the committee 
meeting “I was going to say that it wasn't a meeting where there was a lot of jargon or acronyms and that type of 
thing which often can happen. I think it was fair to say it was free of company jargon” (A3.S3).  
Challenge to comprehension 
Twenty-two statements indicated challenges to the organisation’s understanding of stakeholder 
issues, or that stakeholders did not understand the organisation’s position (S=13; M=9) (Table 
A3.14.). Two stakeholders believed the information presented was too technical and difficult to 
understand “a lot of it would have gone over the head of me and a lot of other people who don't do that stuff every 
day … when they were talking about things that were a bit too technical and a bit over my head, then I thought oh 
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- - my mind started to waive and the person I was next to started to doodle on the paper” (A3.S2), “lot of it I 
think was over my head” (A3.S1). Managers expressed frustration that the local community was not 
aware organisation A wanted to hear their views “because there are some issues that we really need to be 
getting out there, because down the track we don't want it to be a surprise to anybody. But, yeah, I don't think this 
community understands that we're really doing that” (A3.M2). Consistent with earlier indications that 
committee members were not familiar with the purpose of the committee, managers questioned 
the relevance of some agenda-items for a community forum “some of the discussions about, you know, 
site inductions and things like that were probably not relevant to this forum, and that maybe something that we 
need to certainly get to new attendees or people who are here for the first time to understand. (A3. M3). 
4.3.5.5. Symmetrical opportunities for communication 
Fifteen statements indicated case A3 participants perceived equal opportunities to raise questions 
or challenge the organisation’s position on issues were provided during the committee meeting 
(S=11; M=4) (Table A3.15.) “so the actual discussion would be two-way instead of just one-way” (A3.S2); “I 
asked a question about the bridge because there's actually two bridges” (A3.S1). Manager statements 
concurred with stakeholder perceptions “I was talking about the history of the site and then all of a sudden 
she started talking about -- asking about the bridge, and that was obviously significant to her,” (A3.M2), “it was 
a section of the meeting which basically asked for each of the participants to present any issues or any other issues 
and that sort of thing,” (A3.M3).  
Symmetrical opportunities for communication violated  
Managers expressed concern at a lack of any real discussion or challenges to issues during the 
committee meeting “probably only [Chairperson] would have made a comment. But yeah, no, it wasn't an 
all in sort of discussion as a result of my briefing” (A3.M3); “very rarely do we into a conflict situation” (A3. 
M2). This view was congruent with the one example provided by a stakeholder to indicate 
organisation A did ‘doing more talking than listening’ (A3.S3). One manager described the committee 
meeting as resembling a ‘site-meeting’, as many people who attended represented businesses 
operating on the industrial site. Consistent with this view, one stakeholder noted the actual 
meeting was more an in-house information session between businesses with operations on-site 
and the organisation. Managers expressed concern that the agenda was simply repeated at each 
meeting, rather than a combination of regular issues and new topics proposed by stakeholders. A 
review of case A3’s agenda confirmed it was a basic agenda with generic headings repeated each 
meeting. (Table A3.15.).  
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4.3.5.6. Free to raise any proposition 
Three statements indicated case A3 participants felt free to raise any proposal they wished for 
discussion (S=1; M=2) (Table A3.15.). One stakeholder remembered the Chairperson invited 
stakeholders to contact him directly if they had any questions “and [Chairperson] said if you've got 
any questions at all please email, please feel free to ring me and that the door is open if ever we do have a 
query”(A3.S1). Manager statements concurred with stakeholder perceptions that the organisation 
was eager to address any issues or queries stakeholders may think of either before, during, or 
after the committee meeting “we're prepared to sit around and talk to you about any issues” (A3.M3.) 
Managers indicated that informal social interaction with stakeholders before and after the 
committee meeting was considered important “would be the time we spent…..it gives the opportunity to 
briefly go over what people might - - issues people are concerned about beforehand” (A3.M2). 
Free to raise any proposition violated 
No examples were provided to indicate stakeholders or managers perceived a lack of freedom in 
raising propositions during the committee meeting. 
4.3.5.7. Full and equal treatment of propositions raised 
Seven statements indicated case A3 participants felt propositions raised were answered to the 
satisfaction of those attending (S= 3; M=4) (Table A3.15.). One stakeholder suggested the 
Chairperson ensured issues were dealt with fully and to the satisfaction of committee members “I 
think he's listening effectively and listening to see that he is covering everything and nothing has been left, if anyone 
is uneasy about anything” (A3.S3). Manager responses concurred with stakeholder perceptions 
“[Chairperson] was able to step in and clarify what I was saying and also satisfy [name of stakeholder] 
concerns, which was you're going to knock down my bridge” (A3.M2). Managers and stakeholders were in 
agreement that questions were answered “I didn’t get any sense they were frustrated” (A1.M1); “everyone 
was listened to when asking a question and we answered to the best of our ability with the information we had.  It 
was a bit like sitting down with friends and saying this is what we are doing” (A1.M2).  
Case A3 stakeholder manager  Case A3 stakeholder manager 
symmetrical 
opportunities for 
communication 
11 4  symmetrical 
opportunities for 
communication violated 
1 3 
free to raise any 
proposition 
1 2  free to raise any 
proposition violated 
0 0 
full and equal 
treatment of 
propositions 
raised  
3 4  full and equal treatment 
of propositions raised  
violated  
1 0 
TOTAL 15 10  TOTAL 2 3 
Table A3.15. Case A3: Speech conditions fulfilled Speech conditions violated 
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Full and equal treatment of propositions raised violated 
One statement from a stakeholder suggested a proposition raised at the committee meeting was 
not resolved (S=1; M=0) (Table A3.15.). “I don't think they made a commitment to it, and I'm still not…I 
got the feeling that it's too early, it's too early to say one way or another what they're going to do” (A3.S1).  
4.3.6. Listening effectiveness and Participatory communication  
When case A3 data was examined through the prism of listening competency, there was 
indication of agreement between stakeholder and manager expectations of an effective listening 
organisation. Stakeholders and managers most frequently described their expectations in 
behavioural terms (Table A3.3.). 
Less agreement was evident when stakeholder expectations of organisation A’s listening 
effectiveness during this committee meeting were compared with managers’ understanding of 
stakeholder expectations. Stakeholders primarily expected to see behavioural characteristics 
exhibited by the organisation during the committee meeting, whereas managers understood 
stakeholders primarily expected to see cognitive characteristics (Table A3.5.). Further comparison 
of case A3 stakeholder expectations and managers’ understanding of stakeholder expectations is 
presented in Table A3.6. Results suggest there was no congruency between managers’ 
understanding of stakeholder expectations and stakeholder expectations (Table A3.6.). 
During the committee meeting case A3 participants perceived significantly more effective than 
NON-effective organisation listening practices (effective=144; NON-effective=47) (Tables A3.7. 
& A3.9.). Stakeholders most frequently described attributes perceived in behavioural terms, 
whereas managers primarily described cognitive attributes as indicators of effective listening 
exhibited during the committee meeting (Table A3.7.). Results suggested case A3 managers were 
more self-critical of their listening effectiveness than stakeholders perceived, reporting less 
effective organisation listening practices than stakeholders observed (Table A3.7.).  
Stakeholders and managers most frequently identified the following qualities as indicating 
organisation A listened effectively during the committee meeting: 
• Attentive; 
• understand/comprehend; 
• appropriate organisation procedures.  
Consistent with earlier results indicating case A3 managers were more self-critical of their 
listening effectiveness than stakeholders perceived, managers self-reported more NON-effective 
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listening practices than stakeholders observed (Table A3.9.). Both cohorts primarily described 
NON-effective organisation listening practices perceived in cognitive terms (Table A3.9.).  
Stakeholders and managers were in agreement that during the committee meeting, the following 
quality was most frequently perceived as indicative of NON–effective organisation listening: 
• NOT appropriate organisation procedures  
Findings suggest discrepancies between manager self-perceptions of their listening effectiveness 
and stakeholder observations. Managers rated themselves as ‘average’ and ‘effective’ listeners, 
whereas stakeholders rate them higher, between ‘effective’ and ‘very effective’ listeners (Table 
A3.11.). Consistent with this result, case A3 managers did not accurately perceive whether they 
met the level of listening stakeholders expected during the meeting. All managers believed 
stakeholder expectations were met; however one stakeholder considered the organisation did not 
meet expectations (Table A3.12.).  
Case A3 managers did not demonstrate accuracy in their understanding of communication 
sources that may have influenced stakeholder expectations. Only three of the eight 
communication sources that stakeholders believed influenced their expectations, were accurately 
identified by managers (Table A3.13.). 
Case A3 data was re-examined within the framework of participatory communication to evaluate 
the extent of case A3’s adherence to Habermas’s norms of communicative action (Jacobson, 
2007a, 2007b). Case A3 stakeholders and managers demonstrated low congruency in their 
perceptions of validity claims met during the meeting (Table A3.14.). There was evidence of 
congruency between stakeholders and managers that organisation A was ‘sincere’ in attempts to 
address stakeholder concerns. Results indicated challenges to all validity claims except ‘sincerity’.  
Case A3 managers consistently voiced concern that stakeholders selected as committee 
representatives of the local community were not appropriate selections. Consistent with this 
finding, examples coded as ‘challenges to comprehension’ revealed stakeholders and managers 
did not understand the purpose of the committee. Case A3 managers’ lack of clarity as regards 
the objectives of the committee may have contributed to recruitment of inappropriate 
stakeholders to the committee. Consistent with these results, statements revealed little or no 
discussion of local, community issues during the committee meeting, and evidence indicated 
managers lacked knowledge of issues concerning the local community.  
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Case A3 stakeholders and managers provided examples that indicated two speech conditions 
were violated during the committee meeting (Table A3.15.). One stakeholder perceived an issue 
was raised but not dealt with satisfactorily by the organisation. Four examples indicated 
perceptions that asymmetrical communication occurred during the committee meeting; three 
examples were self-perceptions by managers and one example was provided by a stakeholder 
(Table A3.15.).  
Case A3 results indicated a moderate level of congruency between stakeholder and manager 
perceptions of effective and NON-effective organisation listening evident during the committee 
meeting. Consistent with these results, a moderate level of congruency was evident between 
stakeholder and manager perceptions of participatory and non-participatory communication 
practiced during the committee meeting. 
4.3.7. Case A3 Recurring themes 
Results from case A3 suggest issues associated with the structure and purpose of the committee 
contributed to stakeholder perceptions the organisation did not listen effectively and that 
participatory communication was not always evident during the committee meeting. Three 
stakeholders interviewed provided different interpretations of the committee’s purpose. At no 
times during interviews did any stakeholders or managers refer to any formal documentation or 
guidelines associated with the committee. Managers also provided conflicting views as to the 
purpose of the committee. Two managers described committee meetings as an exchange of 
information between participants; but made the observation that most committee members were 
regulators, and the information delivered was mostly reports on compliance issues. Managers 
expressed concern at their lack of knowledge as regards current community expectations and 
perceptions of organisation A, and their inability to detect emerging community issues that may 
impact on organisation A’s operations within the region. Stakeholders and managers commented 
on the absence of any issues raised by the community during the meeting, resulting in a lack of 
any genuine, robust dialogue between the organisation and the local community.  
Both cohorts were in agreement the Site Manager, as Chairperson, was hospitable, open and 
friendly toward committee members. A consistent theme to emerge from manager interviews was 
recognition that site A3 management lacked the knowledge required to plan and implement a 
stakeholder-engagement strategy that would build and maintain constructive relationships between 
site A3 and the local community. 
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4.4. Summary 
This concludes the within-case analysis of three case studies provided by organisation A. Context 
and results were presented for cases A1, A2 and A3 respectively. Data from the three case studies 
was examined individually to build an explanation about each case. Within-case analysis of each 
case study involved three stages: 
• data from each case was examined within the framework of constructs from 
listening competency literature; 
• data from each case was re-examined within the framework of constructs from 
participatory communication literature; 
• within each case, listening competency results were compared with participatory 
communication results.  
The next Chapter presents results from within-case analysis of the three case studies provided by 
organisation B for the research project.  
 
 
Judy Burnside-Lawry   
Participatory Communication and Listening   135 
CHAPTER FIVE: ORGANISATION B WITHIN CASE ANALYSIS 
This Chapter continues presentation of the within-case analysis commenced in Chapter Four. In 
this Chapter, data from Organisation B’s three case studies was examined individually to build an 
explanation about each case. As in the preceding Chapter, data from each case was examined 
within the framework of constructs from listening competency literature and re-examined within 
the framework of constructs from participatory communication literature. Within each case, 
listening competency results were compared with participatory communication results.  
The context and results for case studies, B1, B2 and B3 respectively are presented. Presentation 
of case B1 results includes a detailed explanation of data collection and analysis. As data 
collection and analysis methods were identical for each case, a summary of cases B2 and B3 
results is presented.  
5.1. Case B1 context  
Case B1 was an organisation-stakeholder engagement event held in a high-rise office building 
situated in the Central Business District of Melbourne, Victoria, Australia. The building was 
owned by organisation B. Organisation B provided air-fares and 5-star hotel accommodation for 
stakeholders attending the committee meeting. Organisation B held organisation–stakeholder 
engagement events every three months, alternating committee meetings between Sydney and 
Melbourne, the two major capital cities in Australia. The committee was co-chaired by one 
organisation member and one stakeholder. Case B1 in this study involved stakeholders and 
managers who attended a committee meeting held in April 2006. At conclusion of the committee 
meeting, four stakeholders and three managers were interviewed.  
5.1.1. Expectations of organisation listening  
Data from case B1 was examined within the framework of constructs from listening competency 
literature. The ‘Qualities associated with the Competent Listening Organisation’ (QCL taxonomy) 
was used as a comparative base to view case B1 stakeholder and manager expectations and 
perceptions of organisation B’s listening practices (Appendix 4.1.).  
5.1.1.1. Expectations of an effective listener 
Stakeholders were asked to respond to three prompts designed to provide answers to two sub-
questions derived from the study’s first research question: Does the organisation have an accurate 
understanding of what stakeholders expect from an ‘effective listening organisation’? The two 
sub-questions (SQ) were: 
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SQ.1.1. What attributes (attitudes, skills, behaviours), do stakeholders expect from an organisation that listens 
effectively to its stakeholders? 
SQ.1.2. What qualities do stakeholders expect from an organisation that listens effectively to its stakeholders?  
The first prompt for stakeholders was question one in the stakeholder interview protocol 
(Appendix 3.5.). Question one investigated how stakeholders account for what it means for 
someone to be an ‘effective listener’. The question prompted participants to subjectively define 
the role of ‘effective listener’, on the basis of personal life experience and normative (prescriptive) 
expectations associated with the role of the effective listener (Coakley et al, 1996; Halone et al, 1997).  
Managers were asked to respond to three prompts designed to provide answers to two sub-
questions derived from the study’s first research question: Does the organisation have an accurate 
understanding of what stakeholders expect from an ‘effective listening organisation’? The two 
sub-questions (SQ) were: 
SQ1.3. What attributes (attitudes, skills, behaviours) do managers understand stakeholders expect from an 
organisation that listens effectively to its stakeholders? 
SQ1.4  What qualities do managers understand stakeholders expect of from an organisation that listens 
effectively to its stakeholders?  
The first prompt for managers was question one in the manager-interview protocol (Appendix 
3.5.).Question one investigated how managers account for what it means for someone to be an 
‘effective listener’.  
Stakeholder and manager responses were coded into affective (attitude), cognitive (skills) and 
behavioural terms.  Case B1 stakeholders provided forty-four accounts of attributes expected of an 
effective listener. Managers provided thirty-one accounts of attributes expected of an effective 
listener. Affective and behavioural terms received the highest number of accounts from stakeholders 
whilst affective terms received the highest number of accounts from case B1 managers (Table B1.1.).  
Case B1 Affective Cognitive Behavioural TOTAL 
stakeholders 15 14 15 44 
managers 12 11 8 31 
Table B.1.1. Case B1: Attributes associated with an effective listener expected 
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Case B1 accounts were coded-on within the framework of the QCL taxonomy (Appendix 4.1.). 
Stakeholders and managers were in agreement that open-minded and willing to change were two 
qualities most frequently associated with an effective listener (Table B1.2.).   
 Case B1 
Quality (QCL taxonomy extract) stakeholders managers 
open-minded x x 
attentive x x 
interested x  
willing to change x  
knowledgeable x  
patient x  
supportive/empathy x  
understand/comprehend  x 
inclusive  x 
respond appropriately  x 
take action  x 
receptive  x 
Table B1.2. Case B1: Qualities associated with an effective listener expected 
5.1.1.2. Expectation of an effective listening organisation 
Question two in the stakeholder interview protocol asked participants to describe ‘an effective 
listening organisation’, based on both their personal experience and their normative (prescriptive) 
expectations associated with an organisation that listens effectively to its stakeholders (Appendix 3.5.). 
Question two in the manager-interview protocol asked participants to describe ‘an effective 
listening organisation’, based on both their personal experience and their normative (prescriptive) 
expectations associated with an organisation that listens effectively to its stakeholders (Appendix 3.5.). 
Case B1 stakeholders provided forty-five accounts of attributes associated with an effective 
listening organisation. Case B1 managers provided twenty-one accounts of attributes associated 
with an effective listening organisation. Stakeholders most frequently described their expectations 
of an effective listening organisation in cognitive terms whereas managers primarily described an 
effective listening organisation in behavioural terms (Table B1.3.). 
 Case B1 Affective   Cognitive  Behavioural TOTAL 
stakeholders 16 18 11 45 
managers 6 7 8 21 
Table B1.3. Case B1: Attributes associate with an effective listening organisation expected 
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Consistent with their expectations of an effective listener, case B1 stakeholders described an 
effective listening organisation as one that was willing to change and open-minded; however case 
B1 managers did not identify these qualities as primarily expected of an effective listening 
organisation (Table B1.4.).  Stakeholders and managers were in agreement that a corporate 
culture conducive to stakeholder engagement and appropriate organisation procedures were 
expected from an organisation that listened effectively (Table B1.4.). Examples of general 
organisation procedures provided by managers included: an expectation that the organisation 
would consult regularly with stakeholders; would provide sufficient financial resources to 
stakeholder engagement projects and would have procedures in place to provide stakeholders 
ready access to appropriate people within the organisation.  
 Case B1 
Quality (QCL taxonomy extract) stakeholders managers 
appropriate corporate culture x x 
willing to change x  
open-minded x  
appropriate organisation procedures x x 
appropriate general procedures x x 
appropriate written procedures x  
appropriate staff involved  x 
take action  x 
inclusive  x 
Table B1.4. Case B1: Qualities associated with an effective listening organisation 
5.1.1.2. Manager understanding of stakeholder expectations 
In question three of the stakeholder interview protocol, stakeholders were asked to consider 
whether they expected organisation A to exhibit the attitudes, skills and behaviours described in 
their responses to questions one and two, during the recent committee meeting (Appendix 3.5.). 
Stakeholders were asked “did you expect staff to possess these skills and abilities during the 
recent committee meeting? (attitudes, skills and behaviours described in questions one and two). 
Three stakeholders responded in the affirmative to Question three. The fourth stakeholder did 
not expect effective organisation listening to be evident during the committee meeting, based on 
previous experience with organisation B. Stakeholder responses from questions one and two 
were adjusted to remove attributes described by the fourth stakeholder. The remaining responses 
were combined and coded into affective, cognitive and behavioural terms.  
The third question in the manager-interview protocol explored managers’ levels of 
understanding, in relation to stakeholder listening expectations, during the recent committee 
meeting (Appendix 3.5.). Question three asked “what listening attitudes, skills or behaviours do 
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you think stakeholders expected from you during the recent committee meeting?” Manager 
responses were coded into affective, cognitive and behavioural terms.  
SQ1.3. What attributes (attitudes, skills, behaviours) do managers understand stakeholders expect from an 
organisation that listens effectively to its stakeholders? 
During the committee meeting, three of case B1 stakeholders primarily expected organisation B 
to demonstrate cognitive attributes to indicate effective organisational listening. Managers believed 
stakeholders placed equal emphasis on affective and cognitive attributes (Table B1.5.). 
Case B1 Affective  Cognitive Behavioural  TOTAL 
stakeholders 20 26 22 68 
managers 7 7 3 17 
Table B1.5. Case B1: Understanding of stakeholder expectations 
Stakeholder and manager responses to question three were coded-on into the QCL taxonomy 
(Appendix 4.1.). Discrepancies were evident between stakeholder expectations and managers’ 
understanding of stakeholder expectations (Table B1.6.). During the committee meeting, case B1 
stakeholders primarily expected organisation B to exhibit interpersonal skills and interaction-
based behaviours to indicate effective organisation listening. In contrast, managers believed 
stakeholders expected them to demonstrate manager expertise and to take action on issues raised. 
Consistent with organisation A manager responses, organisation B managers believed stakeholders 
primarily expected take be the  ‘listener’ at committee meetings, not managers. Manager 
statements coded into stakeholder listens included “at the moment the jury is still out in their mind, what's 
going to happen” (B1.M2); “[they expect to hear] [name of manager’s] position on things” (B1.M3).  
 Case B 
Quality (QCL taxonomy extract) stakeholders managers 
open-minded x  
willing to change x  
respond appropriately x  
appropriate corporate culture x  
appropriate organisation procedures x  
appropriate general procedures x  
willing to listen  x 
knowledgeable  x 
take action  x 
stakeholder listens  x 
Table B1.6. Case B1: Understanding of stakeholder expectations 
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5.1.2. Perceptions of organisation listening 
Stakeholders and managers were prompted to describe examples of effective and NON-effective 
organisation listening perceived during the meeting, to answer research question two: how do 
stakeholders assess organisational listening competency? Case B1 answers to SQ2.1. and SQ2.2. follow.  
5.1.2.1. Stakeholder perceptions of effective organisation listening  
SQ2.1. What conditions do stakeholder perceive as indication an organisation listens effectively during 
organisation-stakeholder engagement events? 
Case B1 Affective Cognitive Behavioural TOTAL 
stakeholders 9 16 14 39 
managers 8 13 48 69 
TOTAL 17 29 62 108 
Table B1.7. Case B1: Attributes associated with an effective organisation listening perceived 
Case B1 stakeholders provided thirty-nine accounts of effective organisation listening perceived, 
most frequently described in cognitive terms (Table B1.7.). Managers’ self-reported sixty-nine 
accounts of effective organisation listening demonstrated during the committee meeting, 
providing more examples than stakeholders perceived. Managers most frequently described 
accounts in behavioural terms (Table B1.7.). 
 Case B1 
Quality (QCL taxonomy extract) stakeholders managers 
attentive x x 
open-minded x x 
approachable x x 
appropriate body language x x 
eye contact x x 
interested x  
respectful x  
appropriate organisation procedures  x x 
appropriate venue & set up x x 
appropriate general procedures  x 
respond appropriately  x 
ask/answer questions  x 
knowledgeable  x 
willing to listen  x 
address all issues  x 
run a meeting appropriately  x 
Table B1.8. Case B1: Qualities associated with an effective organisation listening perceived  
Responses were coded-on within the framework of the QCL taxonomy (Appendix 4.1.). 
Interpersonal skills, non-verbal and interaction-based behaviours were qualities that stakeholders 
and managers primarily described as indications of effective organisation listening perceived 
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(Table B1.8.). Stakeholders and managers were in agreement that the venue and meeting set-up 
indicated effective organisation listening. 
Stakeholders and managers commented positively on the horseshoe set-up of the room, the 
audio-visuals used during presentations and the quality of catering during the committee meeting. 
Stakeholders appreciated opportunities provided by managers for informal chats during 
refreshment breaks. Stakeholders described the organisation’s procedure of circulating copies of 
presentations made during the meeting, to committee members with the meeting minutes, as an 
indication of effective organisation listening. One manager believed his action during the 
committee meeting of “‘allowing the committee to record issues raised by stakeholders, that required follow-up 
by my team”, was an indication of effective organisation listening.  
5.1.2.2. Perceptions of NON-effective organisation listening 
The second sub-question derived to answer the study’s second research question explicated 
conditions stakeholders perceived during the committee meeting that indicated NON-effective 
organisation listening. Case B1 answers to SQ2.2. follow.  
SQ.2.2. What conditions do stakeholders perceive as indications an organisation does NOT listen effectively 
during organisation-stakeholder engagement events? 
Case B1 managers self-reported less accounts of NON-effective organisation listening than 
stakeholders perceived. Stakeholders and managers most frequently described accounts of NON-
effective organisation listening perceived in behavioural terms (Table B1.9.).  
Case B1 Affective Cognitive Behavioural TOTAL 
stakeholders 15 20 26 61 
managers 5 8 9 22 
TOTAL 20 28 35 83 
Table B1.9. Case B1: Attributes of NON-effective organisation listening perceived 
When accounts of NON-effective organisation listening were coded-on within the framework of 
the negative QCL taxonomy (Appendix 4.2.), the only qualities most frequently reported by both 
stakeholders and managers focused on inappropriate organisation procedures associated with 
committee meetings (Table B1.10.).  
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 Case B1 
Quality (QCL taxonomy extract) stakeholders managers 
not take action x  
not ask/answer questions x  
not open-minded x  
not appropriate corporate culture x  
not appropriate organisation procedures x x 
not appropriate venue & set up x x 
not appropriate general procedures x x 
not appropriate written procedures x  
not appropriate social procedures x  
not respond appropriately  x 
not appropriate body language  x 
not willing to change  x 
not understand/comprehend  x 
Table B1.10. Case B1: Qualities of NON-effective organisation listening perceived 
Examples of NON-effective organisation listening described by stakeholders included 
perceptions that the stakeholder-engagement department within organisation B was continually 
being reduced in size, and perceptions that managers attended committee meetings to ‘present, 
not listen’. 
Consistent with results that indicated case B1 stakeholders associated an appropriate corporate 
culture with effective organisation listening, stakeholders described the lack of an appropriate 
corporate culture as a quality that indicated organisation B did not listen effectively during the 
committee meeting (B1.6. & B1.10.). One manager described the committee as “a complaints forum”, 
suggesting stakeholders attended the committee meeting to “get a list of things off their chest” (B1.M1).  
5.1.3. Discrepancies between expectations & perceptions 
Stakeholders and managers answered four sub-questions derived from the study’s third research 
question: is there any discrepancy between stakeholders’ expectations and their actual perceptions 
of the organisation’s listening competency? Case B1 answers to SQ3.1.and SQ3.2. follow. 
SQ.3.1. At the recent meeting, do you think that (name of organisation) met the level of stakeholder listening you 
were led to expect?   
SQ.3.2. At the recent meeting, do you think you met the level of stakeholder listening stakeholders expected?  
Discrepancies were evident between manager self-perceptions and stakeholder observations of 
managers’ listening behaviour. Managers rated their listening effectiveness higher than 
stakeholders perceived. Two case B1 managers described themselves as ‘effective’ and one 
manager rated himself as a ‘very, very effective listener’, awarding himself a higher rating than 
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included in the scale provided. In contrast, stakeholders described managers as ‘average’ (2) 
‘ineffective’ (1) and effective (1) listeners (Table B1.11.).  
 Case B1 
Rating stakeholders managers 
very very effective  1 
very effective  2 
effective/v.effective   
effective  1  
average 2  
ineffective 1  
no response   
Table B1.11. “How do you rate managers as listeners?” 
Three out of four stakeholders believed their expectations were NOT met during the committee 
meeting. In contrast, all three managers believed stakeholder expectations were met during the 
committee meeting (Table B1.12.).  
 Case B1 
Expectations stakeholders managers 
yes 1 3 
no 3  
no response   
Table B1.12. “Were stakeholder expectations met?” 
These results were consistent with earlier indications that case B1 managers were over-confident 
in perceptions of their listening effectiveness (Tables B1.7. & B1.9.).  
Results from sub-questions 3.3. and 3.4. compared the communication sources that stakeholders 
consider influenced their expectations with the communication sources that managers believed 
formed the basis of stakeholder listening expectations (Appendix 3.5.). Case B1 answers to 
SQ3.3. and SQ3.4. follow.  
SQ.3.3. What did you know about (name of organisation) prior to the consultation that influenced your 
expectation of them as effective listeners? How did you find these things out?  
SQ.3.4. What information regarding (name of organisation) commitment and ability to listen to stakeholders did 
stakeholders have prior to the consultation? How do you think they would have found this out? 
In case B1, three out of four stakeholders identified past experience with organisation B and emails 
as communication sources that influenced their expectations. Communication sources identified 
by two of the three stakeholders interviewed included the existence of the committee, and minutes from 
previous meetings with ‘actions taken’ section (Table B1.13.). 
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Two of the three case B1 managers interviewed suggested past experience with organisation B may 
have influenced stakeholder expectations (Table B1.13.). No communication sources were 
identified by all three managers. (Table B1.13.).  
 Case B1 
Communication Source stakeholders managers 
past experience x x 
emails x  
existence of committee x  
minutes of meetings with 'actions taken' x  
Table B1.13. Basis of stakeholder expectations 
5.1.4. Participatory communication  
Data from case B1 was re-examined within the framework of constructs from participatory 
communication literature. Jacobson’s (2007a, 2007b) participatory communication model was 
used as a comparative base to explore stakeholder views on whether they were heard, with 
managers’ self-assessment on whether they listened to stakeholders, during the committee 
meeting (Table 2.6.2.).  
5.1.4.1. Knowledge 
Case B1 managers self-reported eight examples to indicate organisation B was ‘knowledgeable’ 
of, or interested in, stakeholder issue (S=0; M=8) (Table B1.14.). Organisation B hosted a dinner 
for stakeholders and managers on the evening prior to the committee meeting. Managers 
described the dinner as an opportunity to increase their knowledge of stakeholder issues “we had 
dinner last night which was a great opportunity for me to understand [local issues]” (B1.M3); “I've got some 
notes as to who is who and what constituents they represent” (B1.M1); “I also wanted to seek the thoughts of the 
different consumer groups that actually sit around the table” (B1.M3). There were no statements from 
stakeholders to indicate they perceived organisation B to be knowledgeable about, or interested 
in, stakeholder issues during the committee meeting.  
Challenges to knowledge 
Case B1 participants recorded fifteen statements to indicate a challenge to organisation B’s 
knowledge about, or interest in, stakeholder issues (S=6; M=9) (Table B1.14.). Stakeholders 
perceived managers’ constant reference to committee members as ‘customers’, when the correct 
term was ‘consumers’, was an indication the organisation did not know the purpose of the 
committee “[organisation B] is always talking about the customer and we’re always talking about the 
consumer, and in those two words there is…the difference between those two words itself, if we say consumer and 
they say customer shows that they’re not listening at all” (B1.S1). Manager statements confirmed 
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stakeholder perceptions “did I read the terms of reference? No” (B1.M3). One manager did not believe 
the purpose of the committee was to provide opportunities for two-way, symmetrical 
communication between organisation B and stakeholders “they can provide the views of their constituents 
in that meeting. But they can't necessarily for example share some of the detailed data that I presented back out 
into the public arena” (B1.M1); “they have to seek approval from the [committee] if they are going to publicly 
disclose the information that they received in the meeting’ (B1.M1).  
In the opinions of stakeholders, managers attending the committee meeting did not know the 
identities of community groups represented by committee members. This perception was confirmed 
by a statement by one manager acknowledging his lack of knowledge as regards stakeholder 
groups represented on the committee, explaining “it wasn't specifically explained to me” (B1.M2).  
Case B1 stakeholders managers Case B1 stakeholders managers  
knowledge 0 8 challenge to knowledge 6 9 
appropriate  11 20 challenge to appropriate  18 5 
Sincerity 6 12 challenge to sincerity 24 0 
comprehension 3 20 challenge to comprehension 15 10 
TOTAL 20 60 TOTAL 63 24 
Table B1.14. Case B1: Validity claims met Challenge to validity claims  
5.1.4.2. Appropriate 
Managers provided almost twice as many examples of appropriate organisation behaviour than 
stakeholders perceived during the committee meeting (S=11; M=20) (Table B1.14.). During the 
committee meeting, the two Chairpersons sat in the middle of the horseshoe configuration, side-by-
side. The organisation Chairperson described the seating arrangement as appropriate “we were seated 
[together] so that [ name] and myself, the two co-chairs, were in the middle of that group, and not in a position of 
power if you like over the room”(B1.M1). Managers described the committee dinner as an appropriate 
event “but then there is a really nice social event for everybody to be able to better get to know each other including the 
[organisation B ]representatives…so I'm sure that was appreciated, and people said so” (B1.M1).  
Three stakeholders considered the horseshoe layout of the room appropriate for two-way 
discussion “I think the room was very, very adequate” (B1.S1); “layout of the room of horseshoe semicircle of 
tables...that was good , because it allowed them to walk over to the person who was making a point”(B1.S2). 
Stakeholders perceived the standard of catering during the day indicated organisation B valued 
the stakeholders “I think the food was great… I think that that definitely showed some value” (B1.S1); 
“catering, um, it’s not lavish, but its absolutely adequate, I wouldn’t want that to be more lavish” (B1.S3). 
Manager statements concurred with stakeholder perceptions that the horseshoe set-up and 
catering were appropriate for the committee meeting “the fact that it was laid up in a U-shape so 
everybody could see each other,… the room was of the size of people weren't feeling lost” (B1.M1), “I thought the 
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U-shape essentially made me have to stand up and talk to the audience. Now it was a large audience, so I think 
that was appropriate” (B1.M2). Two stakeholders considered organisation B’s Community Relations 
Manager (CRM) an appropriate person for the role “he really is someone who is interested in consumer 
issues and that’s the difference” (B1.S1); “well-meaning secretariat and consultation team” (B1.S4.).  
Challenge to appropriate   
Stakeholders expressed frustration that some manager presentations were inappropriate for the 
committee. Stakeholders criticised the dinner held the evening before the committee meeting, 
describing the restaurant and the amount of money spent as inappropriate and indicative of a lack 
of any common ground between stakeholders and organisation B “dinner vs. real consultation” 
(B1.S1), “well, to me it [the dinner] just sends a message about how corporate Australia live. You know, I'm 
not used to it, it's another world” (B1.S3).  
During the committee meeting, stakeholders perceived managers to answer stakeholder questions 
with a standard corporate response, rather than genuinely engage in discussion. Stakeholders 
interpreted this behaviour as an indication of the corporate culture of organisation B, suggesting 
the culture of the organisation had a detrimental effect on genuine community consultation 
during the committee meeting.  
Stakeholders suggested some managers in attendance did not have adequate knowledge 
concerning issues raised, and were therefore unable to answer questions “because [name of 
manager] fed us a load of rubbish really, let's be honest” (B1.S2), “but she [manager] didn't really know about 
the issue so she couldn't answer our questions” (B1.S1), “they presented it to us as if we were shareholders and not 
people who are representing people who didn't fit into those segments” (B1.S1). Stakeholders considered 
managers who attended the committee meeting, but did not have authority to make decisions on 
issues raised by stakeholders, to be inappropriate attendees.  
5.1.4.3. Sincerity 
Eighteen statements suggested organisation B was perceived as sincere in attempts to address 
stakeholder concerns (S=6; M=12) (Table B1.14.) “I knew that we would have access to relatively high 
up, and you know, executives within [organisation B] which said to me that they obviously took this commitment 
seriously” (B1.S3). One stakeholder commented positively on the level of interest shown by 
managers “being interested in our opinion, so I do find that they are interested in hearing what you have to say”, 
however this statement was immediately followed with the observation “although they never write 
anything down” (B1.S3). Manager statements indicated attempts to address stakeholder concerns 
were sincere “I know I'm in a position where I can influence outcomes” (B1.M3); “I tried to answer as honestly 
and as openly as I could,” (B1.M2). Consistent with this result, there were no statements by 
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managers to indicate challenges to the organisation’s sincerity in attempts to address stakeholder 
concerns.  
Challenge to sincerity 
Case B1 stakeholders perceived twenty-four challenges to organisation B’s sincerity in attempts to 
address stakeholder concerns (S=24; M=0) (Table B1.14.). Stakeholders referred to managers’ 
lack of action on issues raised “there was quite a long list of things I saw that had never been actioned or had 
never been heard of again (B1.S1)”. Stakeholders questioned whether managers sincerely believed in 
their capacity to change decisions made by organisation B. The corporate culture was alluded to 
in a negative capacity, with stakeholders suggesting turmoil and change within the organisation 
prevented managers from allocating sufficient time and resources to the committee “so I think for 
organisational reasons they're not particularly listening much to us at the moment, and, I think they compensate for 
that by taking on the attributes of listeners without actually doing the listening” (B1.S2). Stakeholders 
believed their views were not taken seriously within the organisation, suggesting organisation B 
had a culture of arrogance towards its stakeholders “there is a culture of doing what they want to do” 
(B1.S4); “[they] act as if we are privileged to be given this information” (B1.S2).  
5.1.4.4. Comprehension  
Twenty-three statements indicated case B1 participants believed issues discussed in the meeting 
were understood by all participants (S=3; M=20) (Table B1.14.). One stakeholder perceived the 
level of complexity in information presented as indication the organisation respected the 
committee “I don’t think they pitch it at too high a level.  I think in a way that is something about taking us 
seriously as well” (B1.S1).   
Challenge to comprehension 
All managers acknowledged they were not familiar with stakeholder groups represented on the 
committee “It's difficult to know exactly who was who, because you walk in and you don't know who they're 
representing” (B1.M2); ‘but based on my past experience I had the impression it was going to be a group of people 
representing various organisations wanting to know about various products, issues, policies and procedures within 
[name] (B1. M2) (S=15; M=10) (Table B1.14). There was evidence the two cohorts had 
conflicting opinions as to the purpose of the committee “my view is that the committee wouldn’t expect 
somebody from [organisation B] to necessarily do everything that they may want because of the commercial 
objectives that the person will have as well, in that discussion” (B1.M1); “I don't think they were looking 
necessarily for any decisions but I think there were looking for a hearing, and I think they got that” (B1.M2); “I 
think in that sort of forum, too, that everybody expects the [organisation Chairperson] to obviously be very 
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focused on [organisation B] commercial outcomes” (B1.M1); “essentially, I allowed the forum to record the 
issues that needed follow-up” (B1.M2).  
Stakeholders expressed concern at the wide variations in levels of industry-specific knowledge 
amongst members of the stakeholder group. Some stakeholders were experts in the industry, and 
believed their role on the committee was to provide input on industry-related public policy. 
Other committee members had limited knowledge of technical aspects of the business, and 
believed their role on the committee was to represent their constituents “I don't have the expertise. I 
don't have that in-depth knowledge. I can think about an issue and how it might affect my constituents, but then 
there are other people in that room who have far more specific and technical knowledge, who are interested in that 
from a technical implementation point of view” (B1.S3); “number of us in full- time [industry category] and 
across most issues, a number there just from meeting to meeting, involved in limited issues to their constituency” 
(B1.S4). Statements indicated some information presented was too complex for committee 
members “you know, [managers] talk in jargon and have a vision of the world that is completely foreign to me” 
(B1.S3). The different interpretations by stakeholders of their role on the committee were 
consistent with earlier statements from both cohorts that committee members and guest speakers 
lacked knowledge as regards the purpose of the committee.  
Stakeholders were critical of the minute-taking and distribution of minutes after the meeting. 
Stakeholders expressed concern that minutes from a previous meeting were not distributed until 
the next meeting, a time-lag of three months. Stakeholder statements indicated the length of time 
between attending a committee meeting and receiving the minutes made it difficult for members 
to recall proceedings, preventing any challenges to the content of the minutes. 
Stakeholders expressed frustration at the lack of background briefing documents distributed to 
committee members prior to meetings. Stakeholders believed this made it difficult for 
stakeholders to gain a comprehensive understanding of issues, prior to discussion “responses to 
questions often led to more confusion” (B1.S4). One manager explained that background briefing 
documents were not provided to committee members prior to the meeting because of 
‘commercial in confidence’ issues “no, because of confidentiality” (B1.M1). Stakeholders expressed 
frustration at the constant reference to ‘commercial in confidence’ by managers, a rule that 
prevented stakeholders from discussing information provided with their respective community 
groups. Stakeholders believed this rule limited the amount of feedback organisation B received 
from community groups and limited organisation B’s understanding of the impact some 
organisation decisions had on sections of the community “they obviously wanted to present us with 
information and don't even know why they presented us with that information to be quite honest, because they 
weren't interested in our feedback, and we certainly weren't allowed to talk to anybody about it, you know, because 
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that was made very clear this is commercial in confidence” (B1.S3); “they use commercial in confidence a lot so we 
cannot mention what we are being told to anyone so how are we to be community representatives?” (B1.S4). 
Stakeholders suggested the use of ‘commercial in confidence’ limited stakeholders understanding 
of the organisation’s policies and actions and revealed the organisation’s lack of trust in its 
stakeholders “they couldn't ever tell us that because they couldn't trust that we would keep that commercial in 
confidence… so they are caught in this place where they go, well we can't tell them now, we'll have to tell them 
afterwards and then they're going to wallop us” (B1.S3).  
5.1.4.5. Symmetrical opportunities for communication 
There were no statements to indicate stakeholders perceived symmetrical opportunities for 
communication during the committee meeting. In contrast, case B1 managers seemed confident 
there was equal opportunity for stakeholders and managers to ask questions and contribute to 
discussion (S=0; M=13) (Table B1.15.) “yeah, there was a lot of questioning at the end so it was very open” 
(B1.M1); “I think I operated in a manner that allowed questions to be asked” (B1.M2); “I presented today and 
there was a lot of interaction. I spoke about two or three key themes, and there was a lot of interaction” (B1.M3).  
Symmetrical opportunities for communication violated  
Case B1 stakeholders perceived ten challenges to symmetrical opportunities for communication 
during the committee meeting (S=10; M=3) (TableB1.15.). Stakeholders believed managers 
frequently used their status within the organisation and the ‘commercial in confidence’ rule to 
exert power over stakeholders and to prevent genuine, two-way dialogue on issues raised “so 
maybe the reticence to challenge [name of manager], although people were muttering quite a lot under their 
breath, but maybe the reticence to challenge her is around seniority as well” (B1.M3). Managers referred to 
the ‘commercial in confidence’ rule as justification for preventing stakeholders from discussing 
some organisation issues with their constituents “we declare upfront what is commercially sensitive in the 
discussions, so that they know not to share it” (B1.M1); “for example, we may give them a preview of some 
changes that are coming up in the market place and obviously commercially that's extremely sensitive information 
but we want them to be aware because of the impact it may have on their constituents”. When asked if 
stakeholders could inform their constituents of the impending changes, the manager responded 
“not unless we give express approval, due to confidentiality” (B1.M1).  
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Case B1 stakeholders managers Case B1 stakeholders managers 
symmetrical 
opportunities 
0 13 symmetrical opportunities 
violated 
10 3 
free to raise any 
proposition 
1 2 free to raise any proposition 
violated 
0 0 
full and equal 
treatment of 
propositions 
raised  
0 5 full and equal treatment of 
propositions raised violated 
5 12 
TOTAL 1 20 TOTAL 15 15 
Table B1.15. Case B1: Speech conditions fulfilled Speech conditions violated 
5.1.4.6. Free to raise any proposition  
Case B1 managers and the Community Relations Manager (CRM), described the agenda-setting 
process as an opportunity for stakeholders to raise any issues or propose new agenda topics (S=1; 
M=2) (Table B1.15.). “All the [committee] members get surveyed and canvassed on agenda items well before 
the meeting so it is their agenda”(B1.M1); “if items are raised early enough they can also result in inclusion of a 
separate agenda item to address it, consumer items canvassed at Caucus the day before or raised earlier by 
members” (B1.M4)”. Stakeholder statements concurred with manager descriptions of the agenda-
setting process.  
Free to raise any proposition violated 
Consistent with earlier results, no statements from stakeholders or managers suggested there was 
a lack of freedom in raising propositions during committee meetings.  
5.1.4.7. Full and equal treatment of all propositions  
There were no statements to suggest stakeholders considered proposals were treated equally to 
other’s viewpoints, including the organisation’s views (S=0; M=4) (Table B1.15.). Manager self-
reports indicated a belief stakeholders were given time to express their views “to ensure that 
everybody's views were made” (B1.M1). One manager believed the fact that his presentation ran over-
time indicated that stakeholder needs were met “we actually ran out of time” (B1.M2).  
Full and equal treatment of all propositions violated 
All stakeholders made statements to indicate propositions were not answered to the satisfaction 
of those attending the committee meeting (S=5; M=12) (Table B1.15.). One stakeholder 
described managers as skilled in not answering questions, suggesting it may be part of their 
training ‘they were very deft at avoiding questions” (B1.S1). Stakeholders observed that many decisions 
were presented to the committee as policies already decided within the organisation. Stakeholders 
interpreted this practice as further evidence of a power–imbalance between the two cohorts; 
suggesting organisation B did not consider stakeholder views important enough to include in the 
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decision-making process. Stakeholders questioned the relevance of the committee and its Terms 
of Reference. Stakeholders expressed frustration that organisation B repeatedly presented policies 
to the committee as a ‘fait accompli’, instead of allowing the committee to participate in feedback, 
negotiation and dialogue during the decision-making process “quite often we don't actually get to hear 
about [policies, issues] them from [organisation B] until they are absolutely imminent, and by that I mean 
hours away from being implemented”(B1.S2); “I don't think they want information from us on their –-on 
upcoming decisions because most things are presented to us after the fact, so it's almost like they want us to berate 
them for bad decisions (B1.S3). All managers and one stakeholder referred to a mistake in the 
scheduling of stakeholder flights. Some stakeholders were booked on flights scheduled to leave 
before the meeting finished, resulting in stakeholders leaving the committee meeting before all 
agenda items had been discussed. Managers acknowledged this was a scheduling error made by 
the organisation.  
5.1.5. Listening effectiveness and Participatory communication  
When case B1 data was examined through the prism of listening competency, there was no 
agreement between stakeholder and manager expectations of an effective listening organisation. 
Case B1 stakeholders primarily described their expectations in cognitive terms, whereas managers 
most frequently described characteristics associated with an effective listening organisation in 
behavioural terms (Table B1.3.).  
There was some agreement evident when stakeholder expectations of organisation B’s listening 
effectiveness during this committee meeting were compared with managers’ understanding of 
stakeholders’ expectations. Stakeholders primarily expected to see cognitive characteristics as 
indications organisation B listened effectively during the meeting. Managers believed stakeholders 
primarily expected to see cognitive and affective characteristics (Table B1.5.). Further comparison of 
case B1 stakeholder expectations and managers’ understanding of stakeholder expectations is 
presented in Table B1.6. Results suggested no congruency between managers’ understanding of 
stakeholder expectations and stakeholder expectations (Table B1.6.). 
Managers’ self-perceived significantly more effective than NON-effective organisation listening 
practices during the meeting, suggesting Case B1 managers were over-confident in perceptions of 
their own listening effectiveness (Table B1.7 & B1.9.). Stakeholders described attributes 
perceived primarily in cognitive terms whereas managers most frequently described behavioural 
attributes as indicators of effective listening exhibited during the meeting (Table B1.7.). 
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Stakeholders and managers most frequently identified the following qualities as primarily 
indicating organisation B listened effectively during the meeting: 
• attentive; 
• open-minded; 
• approachable; 
• appropriate body language; 
• eye contact; 
• appropriate organisation procedures.  
Consistent with earlier results indicating case B1 managers were over-confident in perceptions of 
their listening effectiveness, managers self-reported significantly less examples of NON-effective 
organisation listening practices than stakeholders perceived (Table B1.9.). Both cohorts primarily 
described NON-effective listening practices observed in behavioural terms (Table B1.9.)  
Stakeholders and managers were in agreement that during the committee meeting, the following 
quality was most frequently perceived as indicative of NON–effective organisation listening: 
(Table B1.10.).  
• NOT appropriate organisation procedures  
Managers assessed their own listening effectiveness more favourably than stakeholders perceived 
(Table B1.11.). This result was consistent with results indicating case B1 managers were over-
optimistic in estimating stakeholder expectations were met during the meeting. All managers 
believed stakeholder expectations were met; in contrast, three of four stakeholders interviewed 
stated their expectations were not met during the committee meeting (Table B1.12.). 
Case B1 managers demonstrated a low level of accuracy in their understanding of communication 
sources that may influence stakeholder expectations. One of the four communication sources 
reported frequently by stakeholders, past experience with this organisation, is frequently reported by 
managers (Table B1.13.). 
Case B1 data was re-examined within the framework of participatory communication to evaluate 
the extent of case B1’s adherence to Habermas’s norms of communicative action (Jacobson, 
2007a, 2007b). Stakeholders and managers demonstrated low congruency in their perceptions 
that validity claims were met during the committee meeting (Table B1.14.).  
Case B1 managers were more confident than stakeholders that organisation B was 
‘knowledgeable’ about stakeholder issues, was ‘sincere’ in its attempt to address stakeholder 
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concerns, behaved ‘appropriately’ given its legal mandate and responsibilities, and, that during the 
meeting issues discussed were ‘comprehensible’ to participants (Table B1.14.).  
In contrast, case B1 stakeholders provided twice as many examples of ‘challenges to validity 
claims’ as managers. Stakeholders challenged organisation B’s ‘knowledge’ of stakeholder issues 
and the ‘appropriateness’ of some actions or behaviours exhibited by organisation members. 
Stakeholders challenged the organisation’s ‘sincerity’ in attempts to address stakeholder concerns, 
and provided examples that suggested some issues under discussion were not mutually 
understood (B1.14.).  
There was evidence of low congruency between case B1 stakeholders and managers as regards 
perceptions that ‘ideal speech conditions’ were fulfilled or, conversely, violated during the 
committee meeting (B1.15.). Managers provided more statements than stakeholders to indicate all 
three speech conditions were met during the committee meeting. In contrast, stakeholders 
provided more examples than managers to indicate they felt ‘symmetrical opportunities’ for 
communication were not evident, and that issues were not dealt with ‘fully and to the satisfaction 
of participants’ (Table B1.15.).  
Case B1 results indicated low levels of agreement, accuracy and congruency between stakeholder 
and manager perceptions of effective and NON-effective organisation listening evident during 
the committee meeting. Consistent with these results, a low level of congruency was evident 
between stakeholder and manager perceptions of participatory and non-participatory 
communication practiced during the committee meeting. 
5.1.6. Case B1 Recurring themes 
Stakeholders expressed concern at the negative effect organisation B’s corporate culture was 
perceived to have on managers’ abilities to listen effectively to stakeholders during the committee 
meeting.  
Both stakeholder and manager statements indicated managers in attendance at the committee 
meeting had limited knowledge about stakeholder groups represented. In addition, managers did 
not indicate they had received the ‘Community Relations, Tips for Presenters’ document, 
prepared as a guide for managers invited to attend the committee meetings as guest speakers.  
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Results suggested conflicting opinions amongst committee members, as regards the purpose of 
the committee. Case B1 managers did not refer to the document that outlined the terms of 
reference for the committee, ‘The Committee Agreement’ when asked to describe their 
understanding of the role of the committee. Concurrent with these results, stakeholders 
expressed concern that some information presented at the meeting was not relevant, given the 
scope of the committee, as described in ‘The Committee Agreement’. In addition, conflicting 
opinions as regards the committee’s role were evident within the stakeholder group itself. 
Stakeholders referred to inappropriate presentations by members of their own stakeholder group, 
expressing frustration that some stakeholders made presentations on issues beyond the influence 
of the committee.  
A high level of trust and respect for organisation B’s Community Relations Manager was 
expressed by stakeholders and managers. In contrast, there was no evidence of trust between 
stakeholders and the other managers in attendance at the meeting. Stakeholders expressed anger 
and frustration at organisation B and the consultation process, perceiving a power-imbalance 
between stakeholders and the organisation. 
Case B1 stakeholders questioned organisation B’s priorities in relation to activities associated with 
the committee. For example, stakeholders criticised the amount of resources organisation B 
allocated to social activities for committee members, prior to the meeting, in contrast to a 
perceived lack of resources provided to support the actual committee process. Stakeholders and 
managers questioned the appropriateness of some topics discussed during the meeting. Managers 
were critical of stakeholders’ behaviour during the committee. These comments suggest some 
differences in opinion between organisation B and stakeholders as regards the committee’s 
purpose, and behaviours expected, of stakeholders and managers during the committee meeting.  
5.2. Case B2 context 
Case B2 was an organisation-stakeholder engagement event held in a high-rise office building in 
the Central Business District of Sydney, New South Wales, Australia. The building was owned by 
organisation B. Organisation B provided air-fares and 5-star hotel accommodation for 
stakeholders attending the committee meeting. The committee was co-Chaired by one 
organisation member and one stakeholder. Case B2 in this study involved stakeholders and 
managers who attended a committee meeting held in July 2006. At conclusion of the committee 
meeting, three stakeholders and three managers were interviewed. Stakeholders and managers 
selected for case B2 were not interviewed in case B1. 
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5.2.1. Expectations of effective organisation listening 
Data from case B2 was examined within the framework of constructs from listening competency 
literature.  
5.2.1.1. Expectations of an effective listener 
Case B2 stakeholders provided thirty-four accounts of attributes expected of an effective listener. 
Managers provided twenty-three accounts of attributes expected of an effective listener. Affective 
and behavioural terms received equally high numbers of accounts from stakeholders (Table B2.1.). 
Affective terms received the highest number of accounts from case B2 managers (Table B2.1.). 
Case B2 Affective Cognitive Behavioural TOTAL 
stakeholders  14 6 14 34 
managers 9 8 6 23 
Table B.2.1. Case B2: Attributes associated with an effective listener 
Stakeholders and managers were in agreement that qualities most frequently associated with an 
effective listener were interpersonal skills, non-verbal and interaction-based behaviours (Table B2.2.). 
 Case B2 
Quality (QCL taxonomy extract) stakeholders managers 
interested x x 
respond appropriately x x 
appropriate body language x  
attentive x  
supportive/empathy x  
willing to listen  x 
open-minded  x 
Table B2.2. Case B2: Qualities associated with an effective listener expected 
5.2.1.2. Expectations of an effective listening organisation 
Case B2 stakeholders provided thirty-four accounts of attributes associated with an effective 
listening organisation, (Table B2.2.). Case B2 managers provided thirty-eight accounts of 
attributes associated with an effective listening organisation. Stakeholders and managers primarily 
described attributes expected of an effective listening organisation in affective terms (Table B2.3.). 
Case B2 Affective Cognitive Behavioural TOTAL 
stakeholders 15 10 9 34 
managers 18 12 8 38 
Table B2.3. Case B2: Attributes associated with an effective listening organisation 
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Stakeholders expected an effective listening organisation to demonstrate open-mindedness. 
Although managers had associated open-mindedness with an effective listener (Table B2.2.), it 
was not a quality primarily associated with an effective listening organisation by managers (Table B2.4.).  
Stakeholders and managers were in agreement that an appropriate corporate culture, conducive 
to stakeholder engagement and appropriate organisation procedures were expected from an 
organisation that listened effectively (Table B2.4.). An interesting difference between stakeholder 
and manager responses was that stakeholders primarily expected an effective listening 
organisation to take action on issues raised; however managers did not primarily expect this 
quality from an effective listening organisation (Table B2.4.). 
 Case B2 
Quality (QCL taxonomy extract) stakeholders managers 
open-minded x  
respond appropriately x x 
take action x  
appropriate corporate culture x x 
appropriate organisation procedures x x 
appropriate general procedures  x 
interested  x 
willing to change  x 
Table B2.4. Case B2: Qualities associated with an effective listening organisation expected 
5.2.1.3. Manager understanding of stakeholder expectations 
During the committee meeting, case B2 stakeholders and managers were in agreement that 
organisation B was primarily expected to exhibit affective characteristics to indicate effective 
organisation listening (Table B2.5.). 
Case B2 Affective Cognitive Behavioural TOTAL 
stakeholders 29 16 23 68 
managers 6 5 4 15 
Table B2.5. Case B2: Understanding of stakeholder expectations 
Stakeholders and managers were in agreement that stakeholders expected organisation B to take 
action on issues raised during the committee meeting (Table B2.6.). Managers accurately 
understood that stakeholders expected them to demonstrate an open-minded attitude and to 
respond appropriately to stakeholder concerns during committee meetings. Case B2 managers 
did not recognise that stakeholders expected the organisation to demonstrate appropriate 
organisation procedures as an indication of effective organisation listening (Table B2.6.). Two managers 
stated they were not sure what stakeholders expected during the committee meeting (Table B2.6.).  
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 Case B2 
 Quality (QCL taxonomy extract) stakeholders managers 
open-minded x x 
respond appropriately x x 
appropriate corporate culture x  
take action x x 
attentive x  
knowledgeable x  
supportive/empathy x  
understand/comprehend x  
appropriate organisation procedures x  
appropriate general procedures x  
willing to listen  x 
ask/answer questions  x 
not sure  x 
Table B2.6. Case B2: Understanding of stakeholder expectations 
5.2.2. Perceptions of effective organisation listening  
Case B2 stakeholders provided forty accounts of effective organisation listening perceived. 
Managers self-reported fifty accounts of effective organisation listening demonstrated during the 
committee meeting, providing more examples than stakeholders perceived (Table B2.7.). Stakeholder 
and manager accounts were most frequently described in behavioural terms (Table B2.7.). 
Case B2  Affective Cognitive Behavioural TOTAL 
stakeholders  11 6 23 40 
managers 14 17 19 50 
TOTAL 25 23 42 90 
Table B2.7. Case B2: Attributes of effective organisation listening perceived 
 Case B2 
Quality (QCL taxonomy extract) stakeholders managers 
ask/answer questions x x 
respond appropriately x x 
appropriate body language x  
open-minded x  
approachable x  
address all issues x  
appropriate organisation procedures x x 
appropriate venue & set up x x 
appropriate general procedures  x 
respectful  x 
supportive/empathy  x 
Table B2.8. Case B2: Qualities associated with an effective organisation listening perceived 
Case B2 stakeholders and managers were in agreement that effective organisation listening was 
indicated by manager abilities to respond appropriately to questions (Table B2.8.). Agreement 
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was evident that appropriate organisation procedures indicated effective organisation listening to 
stakeholders and managers (Table B2.8.).  
5.2.3. Perceptions of NON-effective organisation listening 
Case B2 stakeholders and managers reported a similar number of accounts of NON-effective 
organisation listening perceived during the committee meeting. Stakeholders perceived primarily 
behavioural attributes whereas case B2 managers primarily described NON-effective organisation 
listening in cognitive terms (Table B2.9.). 
Case B2 Affective Cognitive Behavioural TOTAL 
stakeholders 7 12 18 38 
managers 10 22 3 35 
TOTAL 17 34 21 73 
Table B2.9. Case B2: Attributes of NON-effective organisation listening perceived 
Stakeholders and managers were in agreement that inappropriate organisation procedures were 
an indication the organisation did not listen effectively during the committee meeting (Table 
B2.10.).Stakeholder descriptions included interpersonal skills, non-verbal, verbal and interaction-
based behaviours perceived the committee meeting that were indicative of NON-effective 
organisation listening during (Table B2.10.).  
 Case B2 
Quality (QCL taxonomy extract) stakeholders managers 
not open-minded x x 
not willing to change x  
not respond appropriately x  
not ask/answer questions x  
not take actions x  
not appropriate organisation procedures  x x 
not appropriate venue & set up x x 
not appropriate general procedures x  
not appropriate written procedures  x 
not willing to listen  x 
not understand/comprehend  x 
Table B2.10. Case B2: Qualities of NON-effective listening perceived 
5.2.4. Discrepancies between expectations & perceptions 
Discrepancies were evident between manager self-perceptions and stakeholder observations of 
managers’ listening behaviour. Case B2 stakeholders described managers as ‘average’ listeners. 
Case B2 managers rated themselves higher, describing their own listening effectiveness as 
‘effective’ (Table B2.11.). 
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 Case B2 
Rating stakeholders managers 
very very effective   
very effective   
effective/v.effective   
effective   3 
average 3  
ineffective   
no response   
Table B2.11. “How do you rate managers as listeners? 
Two of three stakeholders believed their expectations were NOT met during the committee 
meeting; in contrast, two of three managers interviewed considered organisation B met 
stakeholder expectations (Table B2.12.). 
 Case B2 
Expectations stakeholders managers 
yes 1 2 
no 2 1 
no response   
Table B2.12. “Were stakeholder expectations met?” 
These results were consistent with earlier indications that case B2 managers were over-confident 
in perceptions of their listening effectiveness (Tables B2.7. & B2.9.).  
In case B2 all stakeholders believed past experience with organisation B influenced their 
expectations. Communication sources identified by two out of three stakeholders included emails, 
annual documents and relationships between stakeholders and organisation B staff (B2.13.).  
Case B2 managers interviewed stated they did not know what communication sources may have 
influenced stakeholder expectations. Two out of three managers identified background briefing 
documents and past experience with organisation B as communication sources that may have 
influenced stakeholder expectations (Table B2.13.).  
Case B2 
Communication Source stakeholders managers 
past experience x x 
emails x  
annual documents x  
relationships x  
background briefing documents  x 
did not know  x 
Table B2.13: Basis of stakeholder expectations 
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5.2.5. Participatory communication 
Data from case B2 was re-examined within the framework of constructs from participatory 
communication literature.  
5.2.5.1. Knowledge 
Case B2 managers were more optimistic than stakeholders in their belief organisation B was 
knowledgeable about, or interested in, stakeholder issues (S=4; M=21) (Table B2.14.). Managers 
indicated a high level of confidence in their own knowledge of the committee’s objectives; 
however their statements reflected conflicting opinions as to the purpose of the committee. The 
[committee] is more issues focused. It can be more of a critical environment… In this forum, the issues are 
wider” (B2.M1)”; [CRM] told me they were a  group of people who come with vested interests from their respective 
fields, and are more worried about their constituents than their business”(B2.M2); “ it is quite often difficult to do 
it in a forum like that, when you've got a wide range of interest and this person is just interested in their own little 
narrow … They are paid to represent their special narrow interest group” (B2.M3); “'It’s a forum funded by 
[organisation B], where they pull together people who represent a whole range of special interest groups so that 
they can talk about [industry]and learn about what [organisation B] is. Stakeholders suggested they 
preferred to consult with organisation B managers who demonstrated prior knowledge of the 
committee “if the presenter has sort of dealt with us a fair bit, they have an idea of what they're going to cope 
with, and if they're skilful, they'll come back in a way that they know that we will appreciate” (B2.S1).  
Challenge to knowledge 
There were more statements from case B2 managers than stakeholders to indicate challenges to 
the organisation’s knowledge about, or interest in, stakeholder issues (S=5; M=12) (Table B2.14.). 
Two managers recognised their lack of knowledge as regards stakeholders on the committee, or 
community groups represented. In response to the question “how much did you know about the people 
that were there?” one manager states “not a lot” (B2.M2). Managers confirmed there was a lack of 
background briefing for managers invited to attend the committee meeting as guest speakers “no, 
we were just given, these are the things they would like to hear about. This is the time that you have available. 
Please leave time for questions and we were given a time slot and that was it” (B2.M3); “I don't think I know 
enough ….about their expectations, what they would be influenced by to comment” (B2.M2).  
Consistent with case B2 manager self-perceptions, stakeholders considered guest speakers did not 
make sufficient effort to familiarise themselves with stakeholder issues prior to the committee 
meeting “I did see some people who had just come for the one session where they are presenting, which I feel is 
sometimes a pity, because there is a round table of people who could give them so much input into what they're 
doing and would be pretty valuable to have that input” (B2.S1). One stakeholder described a presentation 
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by a guest speaker that introduced a new project to the committee as a ‘fait accompli’. During 
presentation of the new project, stakeholders became aware promotional material associated with 
the project had not been pre-tested with the target market “I think they were quite surprised that they 
missed the obvious of checking it out with older people when that was their direct focus for this particular project 
(B2.S1). Stakeholders expressed frustration that one manager made a presentation to the 
committee on a topic he was not familiar with “he was a bit out of his depth because the main 
[organisation B] people knew more than he (B2.S3). 
Three managers provided different interpretations of their reasons for presenting at committee 
meetings. One manager understood his presentation was intended as a sales presentation, 
offering business-related services to the respective businesses represented by committee 
members. Another manager understood his role to be as ‘information deliverer’ to the 
committee, stating he would have preferred a lectern to speak from. The third manager perceived 
his role to be as a ‘speaker, not a listener’. Managers were in agreement their role at the meeting 
was to present information, rather than to facilitate two-way dialogue.  
Managers and stakeholders had conflicting opinions on the role of the committee. There was 
evidence of a lack of agreement between stakeholders and the Community Relations Manager 
(CRM) as regards the purpose of the committee. During his interview, the CRM described the 
committee as a forum: 
1. for community groups to provide input to the company;  
2. for organisation B to gain understanding of industry-related issues affecting specific sections 
of  the community;  
3.  to assist organisation B in industry-specific public policy development.  
During their interviews, stakeholders described the committee as a forum:  
1. for community groups to provide input to the company;  
2. for organisation B to gain understanding of industry-related issues affecting specific sections 
of  the community.  
Stakeholders did not indicate their role as committee members was to develop, or advise the 
organisation on industry-related public policy. 
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Case B2 stakeholders managers Case B2 stakeholders managers 
knowledge 4 15 challenge to knowledge  5 12 
appropriate  11 32 challenge to appropriate  16 8 
sincerity 11 13 challenge to sincerity 13 1 
comprehension 15 30 challenge to 
comprehension 
10 14 
TOTAL 41 75 TOTAL 44 34 
Table B2.14. Case B2: Validity claims met  Challenge to validity claims 
5.2.5.2. Appropriate 
Case B2 managers were more optimistic than stakeholders that the organisation behaved 
‘appropriately’ during the meeting (S=11; M=32) (Table B2.14.). “I was there representing 
[organisation B] to the best of my ability (B2.M2); “I sought feedback often, particularly when we were talking 
about a particular issue” (B2.M3); “I listened carefully to the questions and answered them to the best of my 
ability” (B2.M1). Managers demonstrated a limited understanding of what was expected of them 
during the meeting. One manager stated “that's probably part of the problem, we go in to a speaking 
engagement rather than a listening engagement” (B2.M1).   
Stakeholder comments primarily related to ‘appropriate’ organisation procedures in the set-up 
and coordination of the committee. Stakeholders perceived the staff involved with the committee 
were appropriate “we're always seeing people who are in decision-making parts of the organisation for the issue 
that we are looking at” (B2.S3); “he was talking anecdotally rather than expressing just a policy or a principle, so 
he talked with us rather than talked at us, and that was important” (B2.S1); “the presenter was not overly 
defensive of the criticisms and was very open in both his body language” (B2.S3). 
Challenge to appropriate  
Stakeholders provided twice the number of statements as managers to indicate the organisation 
behaved inappropriately during the committee meeting (S=16; M=8) (Table B2.14.). Stakeholders 
perceived managers to demonstrate a superior attitude towards the committee. In addition, 
stakeholders perceived managers to demonstrate defensiveness and arrogance during the 
committee meeting “often they are very defensive and the response of the council is quite aggressive, and that can 
be a very interesting process"(B2.S3); “I think they feel that they're too senior to spend their time talking to 
[name of committee] (B2.S2).  
Stakeholders expressed frustration at the number of times organisation B did not consult with the 
committee on issues that impact on stakeholder constituents “we expect to have some input and we are 
concerned that very often that input is far too late” (B2.S1). Stakeholder perceptions were reinforced when 
managers used their presentations as ‘information delivery’, rather than an opportunity to gain 
committee members feedback and advice, prior to decision-making by the organisation.  
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The majority of statements from managers related to self-perceptions that organisation 
procedures associated with the committee were inappropriate. Managers suggested the meeting 
room was shabby. Two managers complained background briefing documents prepared by the 
CRM were not appropriate for committee members “I assumed what he would put in would be easy to 
read and I shouldn't have” (B2.M2); “No, [CRM] has previously prepared…some in-depth information on that 
particular topic. I'm not sure exactly what he had sent” (B2.M1]. There was no indication either manager 
felt it may have been more appropriate to prepare their own background briefing material.  
5.2.5.3. Sincerity 
Twenty-one items indicated organisation B was perceived as sincere in attempts to address 
stakeholder concerns (S=11; M=10) (Table B2.14.). Managers involved with the committee on a 
regular basis were considered sincere in their attempts to address stakeholder concerns “[CRM] 
was focused on the [committee], not on the [organisation B] corporate policy (B2.S2); “the people we work 
with a lot, I have every faith in them. I do think they're effective” (B2.S1). Stakeholders believed 
organisation B’s corporate culture was not conducive to participatory communication between 
the committee and the organisation “[manager] indications were that he would carry that information 
forward. Now, having said that, I think in general he believes he will, but whether there will be an achievement out 
of that is a different matter” (B2.S3). 
Challenge to sincerity  
In case B2, organisational culture and corporate policy emerged as conditions that stakeholders 
associated with a ‘challenge to the organisation’s sincerity’ (S=13; M=0) (Table B2.14.). 
Statements included “It's not the individual in most cases, you know. Obviously there are exceptions. Mostly 
the individuals want to do the right thing but it's the corporate policy” (B2.S2); “the only time they listen is when 
they can find an advantage from a marketing point of view ….I have become quite used now to having information 
given to us, too late for us to have much input” (B2.S1). There were no statements from managers to 
indicate they challenged their own sincerity in attempting to address stakeholder concerns during 
the committee meeting.  
5.2.5.4. Comprehension   
Stakeholders and managers recorded a similar numbers of statements to indicate they understood the 
other party’s position and the issues involved (S=15; M=12) (Table B2.14.). Stakeholders and managers 
suggested there was mutual understanding between the two cohorts that, in general, managers 
were doing their best to meet the committee’s requirements. Stakeholders understood the 
committee’s level of influence on some issues was limited, whilst on other issues stakeholders 
expressed confidence their feedback was valued by managers “I don't think I'm naive about 
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[organisation B] and I know that they're a company, and it comes through all the time in all of the presentations 
from particularly the younger people, who now see their primary responsibility not to the Australian population but to 
the shareholder” (B2.S3); “okay, we have to accept that these people are not there to do our bidding. They have very 
big jobs as well and these days people seem to find more and more tasks loaded on to them, and so they have less time 
to run around with this group of consumers”(B2.S1). One manager was confident he understood 
stakeholder concerns “but I understood -- I understand better than a lot of people about what their concerns 
are… Most of the people in there understand that we are doing our level best to meet their requirements” (B2.M3). 
Challenge to comprehension 
There was a medium level of congruency between stakeholders and managers in regards to 
‘challenges to comprehension’ (S=10; M=14) (Table B2.14.). Managers recognised they did not 
have time to establish a relationship with committee members and therefore their  understanding 
of the committee membership was limited “It's only a fleeting thing because I was just in there for one hour 
talking about [topic] so I haven’t had the opportunity to generate a rapport”(B2.M3). Examination of the 
meeting agenda showed the topic referred to by the manager was a regular agenda-item. One 
manager believed his presentation was not relevant to the audience “I'm going into these businesses to 
talk to them who have no interest in profit whatsoever. Their sole purpose is to deliver to constituents, so from a 
starting point we are poles apart”. Managers perceived support material distributed during 
presentations was difficult for stakeholders to understand ‘the only thing they got was one page or one or 
2 pages of the pricing construct. I would expect any normal person to blow over that as reading the pack and not 
understand it, given the way it was presented” (B2.M2). Two managers suggested the structure of the 
committee was problematic. One manager suggested the scope of the committee was so wide, 
interests of individual members so varied that it was difficult for the organisation to meet the 
committee’s needs “the way it's been structured, and the fact that there's been no sort of  coalescing of their 
needs…..Oh, I think the scope of the [committee] is so wide and the interests so varied and the subjects are so 
eclectic, that it's very, very hard for people to sort of think to the level of depth required” (B2.M1). Another 
manager considered competition within the stakeholder group themselves was evident, as they 
endeavoured to represent their respective constituents in committee meetings. 
5.2.5.5. Symmetrical opportunities for communication 
Case B2 participants recorded nineteen statements to indicate equal opportunities to raise 
questions or challenge the organisation’s position were provided during the committee meeting 
(S=13; M=6) (Table B2.15.). Stakeholders described themselves as a vocal group, not afraid to 
speak up if they disagreed with manager statements “we were very quick to have our say, we were very 
quick to criticize what we thought was not good and I would hope we were also quick to say that's good, or that 
was a beaut presentation… did see some presenting who were absolutely amazed at how much we had to say and 
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how much we questioned what was happening. I think there was a bit of a rude shock for some of them, but they were 
polite, they did listen (B2.S1); “[name of stakeholder] I think quite rightly, did her block and said this is not 
good enough (B2.S2). Managers considered they elicited feedback from stakeholders and encouraged 
questions during the committee meeting “I can assure you, I didn't ignore any of the questions” (B2.M1); “I 
sought feedback often, particularly when we were talking about a particular issue (B2.M3).  
Symmetrical opportunities for communication violated  
Four statements indicated stakeholders perceived a lack of symmetrical communication during 
the committee meeting (S=4; M=2) (Table B2.15). Stakeholders suggested the committee 
meetings was too organisation-oriented “but the agenda tends to get packed a bit more with 
[organisation] spokespeople, so I'd say that the way it works in practice is about two-thirds information to us 
about [organisation], and about one-third finding out from us what the consumer view is (B2.S2); “and the 
tendency has always been a concern that it's just an information dump” (B2.S3) Consistent with stakeholder 
opinions, managers described a lack of two-way dialogue during some presentations “No, I don't 
think anybody spoke. There was no oral, while I presented nobody spoke” (B2.M2). One manager stated “so 
the question of listening per se, it's not really what I was living for” (B2.M1).  
Case B2 stakeholders managers Case B2 stakeholders managers 
symmetrical 
opportunities 
13 6 symmetrical opportunities 
violated 
4 2 
free to raise any 
proposition 
1 1 free to raise any proposition 
violated 
0 0 
full and equal 
treatment of 
propositions raised  
7 9 full and equal treatment of 
propositions raised violated 
13 4 
TOTAL 21 16 TOTAL 17 6 
Table B2.15. Case B2: Speech conditions fulfilled  Speech conditions violated 
5.2.5.6. Free to raise any proposition  
Organisation B’s CRM described the agenda-setting process as an opportunity for participants to 
raise any issues or propose new agenda topics “all the [committee] members get surveyed and canvassed 
on agenda items well before the meeting so it is their agenda”; “If items are raised early enough they can also result 
in inclusion of a separate agenda item to address it, items canvassed at Caucus the day before or raised earlier by 
members” (B2.CRM). The committee secretary, a stakeholder, concurred with these statements in 
email correspondence with the researcher.  
Free to raise any proposition violated 
Consistent with this response, no examples were provided by case B2 stakeholders or managers 
to indicate ‘freedom in raising any propositions was violated’ during the committee meeting 
(Table B2.15.). 
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5.2.5.7. Full and equal treatment of propositions raised  
Seventeen items indicated case B2 participants perceived issues discussed during the meeting 
were answered to the satisfaction of those attending (S=7; M=10) (Table B2.15.).Two 
stakeholders described contacting the CRM directly to ensure a satisfactory response to issues, 
rather than using the committee process. Two stakeholders described issues satisfactorily 
addressed during the committee meeting. Managers self-perceived they followed-up on issues 
raised during the meeting. Two managers indicated they answered questions in a manner 
understandable to stakeholders. One manager noted that he invited stakeholders to contact him 
at any time to discuss a specific issue in more detail.  
Full and equal treatment of all propositions violated 
Stakeholders provided more examples than managers, of issues not resolved to the satisfaction of 
all present, during the committee meeting (S=13; M=4) (Table B2.15). Stakeholders expressed 
frustration at the organisation’s lack of appropriate response to topics raised at this, and previous, 
committee meetings ‘we have asked these questions. We have not had these responses (B2.S1); “time and time 
again something has been put forward from our group, quite reasonable, and doable, and everybody in the room 
agrees that it is reasonable and should be do-able, and absolutely nothing happens.”(B2.S2). One stakeholder 
stated “there was a report provided in-between meetings but it didn't cover all issues, and it was asked for in 
March but it still wasn't brought on today” (B2.S3). One manager stated he was not aware of any 
formal procedure to ensure stakeholders received a response to queries raised during the meeting. 
When asked how he would feed-back a response to the stakeholder group he responded “I haven't 
worked that out yet. I will probably go back to the individual” (B2.M2). One manager was aware 
organisation B had not satisfactorily addressed a stakeholder issue in past meetings, noting the 
issue was raised again at this meeting “so in that sense, we haven't done a good job with her in convincing (a) 
we're interested and (b) we're actually going to do something about it (B2.M3). 
5.2.6. Listening effectiveness and Participatory communication  
When case B2 data was studied through the prism of listening competency, there was indication 
of agreement between stakeholder and manager expectations of an effective listening 
organisation. Both case B2 stakeholders and managers most frequently described their 
expectations in affective terms (Table B2.3.).  
There was agreement evident when stakeholder expectations of organisation B’s listening 
effectiveness during this committee meeting were compared with managers’ understanding of 
stakeholders’ expectations. Managers and stakeholders were in agreement that stakeholders 
primarily expected to see affective characteristics (Table B2.5.). Further comparison of case B2 
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stakeholder expectations and managers’ understanding of stakeholder expectations is presented in 
Table B2.6. Managers accurately identified open-minded and respond appropriately as two qualities 
stakeholders primarily expected to see as indication organisation B was listening effectively during 
the committee meeting (Table B2.6.). 
Stakeholders and managers most frequently described attributes perceived during the committee 
meeting in behavioural terms, and both cohorts perceived managers demonstrated a similar number 
of attributes associated with effective listening, during the committee meeting (Table B2.7.). 
 Stakeholders and managers most frequently identified the following qualities as indicating 
organisation B listened effectively during the meeting: 
• ask/answer questions; 
• respond appropriately; 
• appropriate organisation procedures.  
Case B2 stakeholders and managers perceived a similar number of accounts of NON-effective 
organisation listening (Table B2.9.). Managers primarily described NON-effective organisation 
listening attributes evident in cognitive terms, whereas stakeholders primarily described attributes 
observed in behavioural terms (Table B2.9.) Stakeholders and managers were in agreement that, 
during the meeting, NON-effective organisation listening was most frequently demonstrated by 
the following qualities: 
• NOT open-minded; 
• NOT appropriate organisation procedures.  
Managers were more confident in their listening effectiveness than stakeholders perceived (Table 
B2.11.). Consistent with this result, two of the three case B2 managers believed stakeholder 
expectations were met during the committee meeting, whereas two of three stakeholders 
interviewed did not consider their expectations were met during the meeting (Table B2.12.). 
All case B2 managers stated they did not know what communication sources may have 
influenced stakeholder expectations. Consistent with this result, past experience with the 
organisation, was the only communication source accurately identified by managers as a primary 
influence on stakeholder expectations (Table B2.13.).  
Case B2 data was re-examined within the framework of participatory communication, to evaluate 
the extent of case B2’s adherence to Habermas’s norms of communicative action (Jacobson, 
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2007a, 2007b). Case B2 managers were more optimistic than stakeholders that organisation B was 
‘knowledgeable’ as regards stakeholder issues and behaved ‘appropriately’ given its legal mandate 
and responsibilities (Table B2.14.). Stakeholders and managers provided a similar number of 
examples to indicate managers understood what stakeholders were trying to tell them, and that 
stakeholders understood what the organisation was trying to tell them (Table B2.14.).  
Stakeholders provided twice as many examples to ‘challenge the appropriateness’ of some actions 
by the organisation, and to ‘challenge the sincerity’ of the organisation in attempts to address 
stakeholder concerns (Table B2.14.). Stakeholders believed a negative corporate culture 
prevented mutually-beneficial outcomes between stakeholders and the organisation. 
Case B2 managers recognise their own lack of knowledge as regards stakeholders attending the 
committee. Managers seemed unaware of any formal procedures available within the organisation 
that provide background information in relation to the committee, or provided guidelines for guest 
speakers presenting to the committee. Managers did not indicate any knowledge of the ‘Committee 
Agreement’ or ‘Consumer Relations-Tips for Presenters’ documents. There were no statements to 
indicate managers had pro-actively sought to increase their own knowledge before attending the 
committee meeting, either by reading minutes from previous committee meetings, or requesting 
any background briefing documentation concerning the committee.  
Moderate levels of congruency were evident between case B2 stakeholders and managers, as 
regards perceptions ‘ideal speech conditions’ were met during the meeting (Table B2.15.). Both 
cohorts provided similar numbers of examples to indicate participants felt ‘free to raise any 
proposition’, and that some issues were dealt with ‘fully and to the satisfaction of both parties’. 
Stakeholders provided more examples than managers to indicate symmetrical opportunities for 
communication were evident during the committee meeting; however, stakeholders also provided 
more examples than managers to describe instances when asymmetrical communication was 
evident (Table B2.15.).  
Results from case B2 indicate medium to low levels of agreement, accuracy and congruency 
between stakeholders and managers as regards the level of effective organisation listening 
perceived during the committee meeting. Consistent with these results, medium to low levels of 
congruency were evident between stakeholder and manager perceptions of participatory and non-
participatory communication practiced during the committee meeting.  
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5.2.7. Case B2 Recurring themes 
Stakeholders believed case B2 managers were unwilling to change policies or decisions already 
made by the organisation during the committee meeting. Stakeholders perceived organisation B’s 
corporate culture was a barrier to consultation and negotiation between organisation B and 
stakeholders.  
Both stakeholder and manager statements suggested managers have little knowledge of stakeholder 
groups represented on the committee, and both cohorts had conflicting views as regards the 
purpose of the committee. Managers suggested it was difficult for committee members to 
contribute constructively during the meeting because the scope of the committee was too wide and 
the interests represented by members too varied. Two managers described the committee as a 
useful litmus test of social issues, rather than industry-specific issues. One manager suggested the 
committee was a useful forum for issues management. All managers believed their primary role on 
the committee was to deliver information.  
In contrast to manager self-perceptions, stakeholders described the committee as a forum to 
provide organisation B with feedback from community groups represented. In addition, 
stakeholders described the committee as a forum for organisation B to inform community groups 
of proposed new developments within the organisation. Stakeholders believed their role was to 
disseminate this information amongst their respective community groups and provide the 
organisation with feedback. All stakeholders indicated their primary role on the committee was to 
represent their respective community groups.  
Examination of the agenda prepared for case B2’s committee meeting reflects this diversity of 
opinions as regards the committee’s purpose. Agenda-items included a paper presented by the 
CRM describing a range of public policy issues; an academic paper presented by the stakeholder 
Chairperson, as a discussion paper on industry-specific services and their impact on Indigenous 
culture, and an agenda item to inform committee members of business pricing-plans their 
respective organisations may wish to purchase from organisation B.  
The ‘Committee Agreement’ document, prepared by organisation B management, described the 
primary concern of the committee as ‘stakeholder issues’. An examination of the agenda-items 
listed for the committee meeting reveals ‘stakeholder issues’ was a single item allocated 45 minutes 
of a seven–hour meeting. In addition, ‘consumer issues’, was the last item on the agenda before the 
lunch-break.  
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5.3. Case B3 context 
Case B3 was an organisation-stakeholder engagement event held in a high-rise office building in 
the Central Business District of Melbourne, Victoria, Australia. The building was owned by 
organisation B. Organisation B provided air-fares and 5-star hotel accommodation for 
stakeholders attending the committee meeting. The committee meeting was jointly chaired by 
one organisation member and one stakeholder. Case B3 in this study involved stakeholders and 
managers who attended a committee meeting held in November 2006. At conclusion of the 
committee meeting, three stakeholders and three managers were interviewed. Stakeholders and 
managers selected for case B3 were not interviewed in case B1 or case B2. 
5.3.1. Expectations of effective organisation listening 
Data from case B3 was examined within the framework of constructs from listening competency 
literature.  
5.3.1.1. Expectations of an effective listener 
Case B3 stakeholders provided forty-eight accounts of attributes expected of an effective listener. 
Managers provided thirty-eight accounts of attributes expected of an effective listener. 
Stakeholders and managers primarily described attributes associated with an effective listener in 
behavioural terms (Table B3.1.). 
Case B3 Affective Cognitive Behavioural  TOTAL 
stakeholders  11 8 29 48 
managers 6 15 17 38 
Table B.3.1. Case B3: Attributes associated with an effective listener expected 
 Case B3 
 Quality (QCL taxonomy extract) stakeholders managers 
open-minded x x 
respond appropriately x x 
appropriate corporate culture x  
take action x x 
attentive x x 
appropriate body language x x 
willing to listen x x 
supportive / empathy x  
respond appropriately x x 
ask / answer questions  x 
receptive  x 
time  x 
Table B3.2. Case B3: Qualities associated with an effective listener expected 
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Stakeholders and managers were in agreement that qualities most frequently associated with an 
effective listener were interpersonal skills, non-verbal and interaction-based behaviours (Table B3.2.). 
5.3.1.2. Expectations of an effective listening organisation 
Case B3 stakeholders provided sixty-six accounts of attributes associated with an effective 
listening organisation. Case B3 managers provided forty-eight accounts of attributes associated 
with an effective listening organisation. Stakeholders and managers were in agreement that an 
effective listening organisation was primarily described in behavioural terms (Table B3.3.). 
Case B3 Affective Cognitive Behavioural TOTAL 
stakeholders 14 21 31 66 
managers 10 14 24 48 
Table B3.3. Case B3: Attributes associated with an effective listening organisation expected 
Case B3 stakeholders and managers were in agreement that an effective listening organisation 
would understand issues under discussion and demonstrate appropriate organisation procedures 
(Table B3.4.).  
 Case B3 
Quality (QCL taxonomy extract) stakeholders managers 
respond appropriately x  
understand/comprehend x x 
objective x  
appropriate organisation procedures x x 
appropriate written procedures x  
appropriate social procedures x x 
appropriate written procedures  x 
attentive  x 
respectful  x 
ask/answer questions  x 
time  x 
Table B3.6. Case B3: Qualities associated with an effective listening organisation 
5.3.1.3. Manager understanding of stakeholder expectations 
Case B3 managers believed stakeholders primarily expected organisation B to demonstrate affective 
characteristics. In comparison, during the committee meeting, case B3 stakeholders primarily 
expected organisation B to exhibit behavioural characteristics to indicate effective organisation 
listening (Table B3.5.). 
Case B3 Affective Cognitive Behavioural TOTAL 
stakeholders 25 29 60 114 
managers 11 9 6 26 
Table B3.5. Case B3: Understanding of stakeholder expectations 
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During the committee meeting, case B3 stakeholders and managers were in agreement that 
organisation B was expected to demonstrate an understanding of stakeholder issues and a 
willingness to listen (Table B3.6.). Managers did not understand that stakeholders primarily 
expected the organisation to demonstrate appropriate social and written organisation procedures 
to indicate effective organisation listening (Table B3.6.).  
 Case B3 
Quality (QCL taxonomy extract) stakeholders managers 
respond appropriately x  
appropriate body language x  
understand/comprehend x x 
willing to listen x x 
appropriate organisation procedures x  
appropriate social procedures x  
appropriate written procedures x  
respectful  x 
Table B3.6. Case B3: Understanding of stakeholder expectations 
5.3.2. Perceptions of effective organisation listening  
Case B3 stakeholders and managers provided a similar number of accounts of effective 
organisation listening perceived, primarily described in behavioural terms (Table B3.7.).  
Case B3  Affective  Cognitive  Behavioural TOTAL 
stakeholders 11 29 36 76 
managers 5 27 42 74 
TOTAL 16 56 78 150 
Table B3.7. Case B3: Attributes of effective organisation listening perceived 
The majority of qualities that case B3 stakeholders most frequently observed managers 
demonstrate concerned appropriate organisation procedures associated with the committee 
meeting (Table B3.8). Examples of appropriate written procedures reported by stakeholders 
included observations that managers encouraged feedback from stakeholders during 
presentations and provided appropriate background briefing documents prior to the meeting.  
Stakeholders and managers commented positively on the lay-out of the room, the catering and the 
audio-visuals provided for the committee meeting. Two managers stated they prepared for their 
presentations. One manager reported he requested background briefing documents from the CRM 
prior to the committee meeting, to familiarise him with stakeholders in attendance and the groups 
they represented.  
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 Case B3 
Quality (QCL taxonomy extract) stakeholders managers 
ask/answer questions x x 
open-minded x  
run a meeting appropriately x  
appropriate staff involved x  
willing to listen x  
respond appropriately x  
appropriate organisation procedures x x 
appropriate venue & set up x x 
appropriate written procedures x  
appropriate social procedures  x 
appropriate body language  x 
take action  x 
respectful  x 
Table B3.8. Case B3: Qualities associated with effective organisation listening perceived 
5.3.3. Perceptions of NON-effective organisation listening 
Case B3 stakeholders reported more examples of NON-effective organisation listening perceived 
during the committee meeting than managers self-reported. Stakeholders primarily described 
behavioural attributes whereas managers primarily described NON-effective organisation listening 
practices in cognitive terms (Table B3.9.).  
Case B3 Attitudes Cognitive Behavioural TOTAL 
stakeholders 3 15 39 57 
managers 1 13 4 18 
TOTAL 4 28 43 85 
Table B3.9. Case B3: Attributes of NON-effective organisation listening perceived 
 Case B3 
Quality (QCL taxonomy extract) stakeholders managers 
not appropriate organisation procedures x x 
not appropriate social procedures x x 
not appropriate venue & set up x x 
not appropriate general procedures x  
not appropriate written procedures  x 
not willing to change x  
not address issues x  
not take action x  
not approachable x  
Table B3.10. Case B3: Qualities of NON-effective organisation listening perceived 
Managers did not describe any interpersonal skills, or interaction-based behaviours when self-
reporting examples of NON-effective organisation listening. Stakeholders and managers were in 
agreement that inappropriate organisation procedures were primarily indicative of NON-effective 
organisation listening (Table B3.10.). Stakeholders included examples of interaction-based 
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behaviours exhibited by managers that indicated the organisation did not listen effectively during 
the committee meeting (Table B3.10.).  
5.3.4. Discrepancies between expectations and perceptions 
Discrepancies were evident between manager self-perceptions and stakeholder observations of 
managers’ listening behaviour. Case B3 stakeholders described managers as ‘average-’ and 
‘effective’ listeners. Case B3 managers rated themselves higher, describing their own listening 
effectiveness as ‘effective’ and ‘very effective’ (Table B3.11.).  
 Case B3 
Rating stakeholders managers 
very very effective   
very effective  1 
effective/v.effective   
effective  2 2 
average 1  
ineffective   
no response   
Table B3.11. Case B3: “How do you rate managers as listeners?” 
Managers accurately estimated stakeholder expectations were met during the committee meeting 
(Table B3.12.). 
 Case B3 
Expectations stakeholders managers 
yes 3 3 
no   
no response   
Table B3.12. Case B3: “Were stakeholder expectations met?” 
All case B3 stakeholders interviewed for the study identified past experience with organisation B as 
a communication source that may have influenced their expectations.  
Two stakeholders identified the existence of the committee as an influence on their expectations of 
organisation B’s listening effectiveness (B3.13.). All managers stated they did not have an accurate 
understanding of communication sources that may have influenced stakeholder expectations. 
When prompted further, all three managers accurately identified past experience with organisation B as 
a communication source that may have influenced stakeholder expectations (Table B3.13.).  
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Case B3 
Communication Source stakeholders managers 
past experience x x 
existence of committee x  
did not know  x 
advertisements  x 
previous experience with another organisation  x 
Table B3.13. Case B3: Basis of stakeholder expectations 
5.3.5. Participatory communication  
Data from case B3 was re-examined within the framework of constructs from participatory 
communication literature.  
5.3.5.1. Knowledge 
Managers provided more examples than stakeholders to indicate organisation B had knowledge 
about, or was interested in, stakeholder issues during the committee meeting (S=3; M=6) (Table 
B3.14.) “he had someone in place to talk about these issues so therefore showing yes, I understand what your issue 
is. I'll make sure there is somebody to address it and you have the opportunity to ask questions and raise any 
issues directly as you want” (B3.M1); “it's a body that is well-known and understood by the senior management 
inside the company as an important group to give feedback from consumers” (B3M.3). One stakeholder 
suggested managers were receptive to stakeholder views“ just the fact that they were happy to go back 
over information that they had already given or said, we might be able to do something with that or speak to you 
after or whatever, yeah” (B3.S2).  
Challenge to knowledge  
Case B3 managers provided more statements than stakeholders to indicate a challenge to 
organisation’s knowledge about, or interest in, stakeholder issues’ (S= 3; M=18) (Table B3.14.).  
Managers recognised their lack of knowledge as regards stakeholder groups represented, or their 
concerns. One manager reported he did not receive a list of stakeholder committee members or 
any background information about the organisations represented on the committee. Another 
manager believed guest speakers would benefit from more background briefing information 
about the committee “yeah ideally it would have been good to have been introduced to the people, or at least a 
name and what organisation they were part of or why they were sitting in the room” (B3.M3). Managers 
acknowledged they lacked background briefing to assist them prepare for questions. One 
manager admitted he did not read previous meeting minutes to familiarise himself with past 
questions regarding his topic. No manager indicated any knowledge of the ‘Committee 
Agreement’ or ‘Consumer Relations-Tips for Presenters’ documents. Consistent with manager 
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results, stakeholders perceived managers to lack adequate knowledge of specific stakeholder 
concerns (Table B3.14.) “I don't think they have a lot of prior knowledge about that or empathy with us about 
the sorts of things or even necessarily concern about it with maybe some rare exceptions”; “they really don't know 
anything about consumers, any of them. They're only concerned with the company's bottom line profit” (B3.S3).  
Stakeholders believed managers were professional and knowledgeable about their individual areas 
of responsibility, but did not prepare adequately for the committee meeting. One stakeholder 
expressed disappointment that a manager was not sufficiently prepared to answer a question-on-
notice provided in advance by the stakeholder group, suggesting internal organisational 
communication procedures could be improved “we were asked to present our issues beforehand to the 
caucus which I did two weeks ago or whatever it was. It came up yesterday and they didn't have the 
information.”(B3.S2). Statements from the manager involved concurred with stakeholder 
perceptions, noting in his interview that relevant information had not been passed on to him to 
ensure he was adequately prepared. 
Case B3 stakeholders managers Case B3 stakeholders managers 
knowledge 3 6 challenge to knowledge  3 18 
appropriate  42 38 challenge to appropriate  37 6 
sincerity 13 6 challenge to sincerity 12 0 
comprehension 10 12 challenge to 
comprehension 
6 3 
TOTAL 68 62 TOTAL 58 27 
Table B3.14. Case B3: Validity claims met Challenge to validity claims  
5.3.5.2. Appropriate 
There were high levels of congruency between stakeholders and managers that managers 
displayed instances of behaving appropriately, given organisation B’s legal mandate and 
responsibilities (S=42; M=38) (Table B3.14.). Stakeholder statements primarily described 
appropriate procedures used by the organisation in the set-up and coordination of the committee. 
Manager statements concurred with stakeholder perceptions that appropriate organisation 
procedures, primarily in the venue selection, catering and general set-up of the meeting, were 
evident.  
Challenge to appropriate   
Stakeholders provided significantly more statements than managers to indicate the organisation 
behaved inappropriately during the committee meeting (S=37; M=6) (Table B3.14.). Stakeholders 
believed organisation B took little or no action to address stakeholder issues between committee 
meetings. Stakeholders expressed frustration that they received little or no feedback to explain 
the lack of action, or conversely, to report on any actions that had been taken by organisation B 
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to address stakeholder issues. Stakeholders suggested feedback could be given in-between committee 
meetings or at the next meeting “acting upon and feedback. Like this couldn't happen because of this reason 
rather than just hearing nothing and that's a worry when you hear nothing…It's the feedback on actual 
stakeholders' issues, any action. I don't think there's any interim reporting if you like along the way” (B3.S2). 
Stakeholders perceived a power imbalance between stakeholders and senior managers who 
attended as guest speakers. All stakeholders made statements in regards to this issue “when a senior 
[organisation] person was meant to speak, and there were a few of them, … PA would come in first and knock 
on the door. So it was a bit of an entrance for some of those people…it registered (B3.S1). Another 
stakeholder described the entrance of senior managers as “a bit like God arriving and leaving” 
(B3.S3). Stakeholders did not perceive senior managers to be interested in two-way dialogue 
during their presentations “the expectation was we listen” (B3.S2). 
Six statements from case B3 managers indicated they self-perceived exhibiting inappropriate 
actions during the committee meeting, given their legal mandate and responsibilities. Statements 
were primarily criticisms of organisation procedures associated with the committee. One manager 
would prefer stakeholders be introduced by name, at the beginning of his presentation, with a 
brief explanation of the organisation they represent. One manager stated name-tags would assist 
managers to address individual stakeholders by name. Statements criticised the committee 
meeting running over-time. Managers suggested the venue selected was an inappropriate choice 
for the committee meeting. 
5.3.5.3. Sincerity 
Nineteen items from case B3 participants suggested the organisation was sincere in attempts to 
address stakeholder concerns (S=13; M=6) (Table B3.14.). Stakeholders considered the funding 
for stakeholders to attend meetings was indicative of organisation B’s sincerity I think they put quite 
a level of importance on the stakeholders actually. That's always been my feeling, that they're happy to pay and 
they value you being there basically” (B3.S2). Stakeholders interpreted actions taken in response to 
stakeholder views to indicate sincerity “we certainly have had some actions taken as a result of those 
motions, and then from discussions I've definitely seen some changes take place, which means they must be listening 
and taking on board what we're saying”(B3.S2). Stakeholders referred to the way some managers 
answered questions during the committee meeting as an indication of their sincerity in attempts 
to address stakeholder concerns “I think the answering questions was probably -there were a few moments 
when the staff were answering questions and I thought they were really listening to the question and trying to answer 
it seriously”(B3.S1). All case B3 managers considered organisation B’s financial support for the 
committee was an indication of the organisation’s sincerity.  
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Challenge to sincerity  
There were no statements from case B3 managers to indicate any challenges to the sincerity of 
organisation B in attempts to address stakeholder concerns (S=12; M=0) (B3.14.). Stakeholders 
perceived the organisation’s lack of actions taken to address stakeholder concerns, as a challenge 
to organisation B’s sincerity “we're providing you this information, we need some feedback to come back.  
And I don't think it's a matter of just writing papers and that sort of thing. I'm talking about real issues by 
stakeholders. To be valued, you need some action” (B3.S2); “in the past and certainly today, I'm very sceptical 
about what comes out of all of these meetings, because don't think a lot comes out of it. There's a lot of talk, a lot 
of hot wind, but not much action at the end of the day, some, but not much” (B3.S3).  
Stakeholders perceived recent management changes within organisation B to have impacted 
negatively on the organisation’s ability to listen to stakeholders “also the staff cuts …it's effectively just 
[CRM] running the entire show. You cannot do an effective job like that so the feedback and so on, although 
they're both very good people and very empathic at the time, their ability to do anything is terribly hamstrung at the 
moment. So yeah, things are not followed up, and why?  Because you've only got one person, they're so poorly 
resourced, a huge problem” (B3.S3).  
5.3.5.4. Comprehension   
Stakeholders and managers recorded a similar number of statements to indicate they understood the 
other party’s position and the issues involved (S=10; M=12) (Table B3.14). “They were certainly able to 
clarify or reiterate any points they wanted to make sure they had a good understanding…I felt confident that they got the 
point of what we're talking about’’ (B3.S2); “but on this occasion they actually got a lot of time to talk to them and to 
actually discuss issues” (B3.S3). Managers self-reported asking questions and making an effort to 
understand stakeholder issues, concurring with stakeholder views “I got the impression that they you know 
had a high degree of knowledge (B3.M3); “I think that on the whole the audience was quite receptive to what he was 
talking about and had a pretty fair understanding of the topic as well” (B3.M1).  
Challenge to comprehension 
There was high congruency between stakeholder and manager statements in regards to the lack 
of background briefing material distributed to participants prior to committee meetings (S=6; 
M=3) (Table B3.14.). Case B3 managers acknowledged stakeholders received very little 
background briefing material. Stakeholder statements concurred with manager perceptions, 
perceiving their ability to contribute at the meeting was limited as a result “people need to be geared up 
for the next meeting knowing, going into it knowing there has been no action on that, rather than getting there and 
finding there has been no action and thinking what do we do now? As stakeholders, I think we need to be 
thinking, giving some thought to the meeting and that is part of your preparation so you can be an effective listener 
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when you're at the meeting as well and you've given some thought to some issues and not always trying to think on 
your feet which I don't think is the most effective way”(B3.S.2); “the notes don't always reflect what's been said 
anyway and the follow-up type thing like [issue] is not carried out” (B3.S3). 
Case B3 stakeholders were critical of organisation B’s written procedures, stating meeting 
minutes did not always provide an accurate record of issues raised. According to stakeholders, 
there was a long time-lag between committee meetings and the distribution of minutes, making it 
difficult for committee members to recall details when reviewing the minutes. Stakeholders 
indicated there was a lack of understanding as regards the purpose of the committee within their 
own group. One stakeholder suggested a manual be developed and distributed to all committee 
members, with the ‘Committee Agreement’, and other relevant documents pertaining to 
committee guidelines.  
5.3.5.5. Symmetrical opportunities for communication  
Case B3 stakeholders perceived almost twice as many examples of symmetrical opportunities for 
communication than managers self–perceived during the committee meeting (S=13; M=7) (Table 
B3.15.). Stakeholders primarily referred to perceived opportunities to question managers and 
engage in genuine dialogue during presentations “I felt they were really conscious of needing some feedback 
from members and they weren't intimidated by the questions. They were very open to them.” (B3.S2); “There was 
genuine discussion… I actually questioned him at length on a number of things” (B3.S3). Manager statements 
concurred with stakeholder perceptions that opportunities were given for stakeholders to ask 
questions and contribute to discussion “they asked very robust questions and if they think I'd given enough 
detail they were quite happy to come back and asked again and hence we had those good discussions on those 
issues” (B3.M3).  
Symmetrical opportunities violated 
Six statements indicated stakeholders perceived instances of asymmetrical communication during 
the committee meeting (S=6; M=0) (Table B3.15.). Stakeholders described feeling intimidated by 
senior managers, and, as a result, were reluctant to engage in two-way dialogue during 
presentations “[senior manager] arrived on the minute and he left exactly when he should have left you know 
and these people can't spend one minute…totally intimidated about ever asking anything, and his personal 
assistant is sitting there with a little pad, quivering with fear, the most extraordinary sight. So how is anyone 
meant to communicate, you know, in that sort of context? “(B3.S3); “the other one [name] actually the 
expectation was we listen” (B3.S2). Stakeholders perceived middle-managers to be intimidated by the 
presence of senior managers at the committee meeting. Statements from stakeholders and 
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managers conveyed the impression that the committee was privileged to have such important 
people attending the committee meeting.  
Case B3 stakeholders managers  Case B3 stakeholders managers
Symmetrical 
opportunities 
13 7  Symmetrical opportunities 
violated 
6 0 
Free to raise any 
proposition 
6 3  Free to raise any proposition 
violated 
0 0 
 Full and equal 
treatment of 
propositions raised 
2 7 
 
Full and equal treatment of 
propositions raised violated 
6 2 
TOTAL 21 17  TOTAL 12 2 
Table B3.15. Case B3: Speech conditions fulfilled Speech conditions violated 
5.3.5.6. Free to raise any proposition  
Organisation B’s CRM described the agenda-setting process as an opportunity to raise any issues 
or propose new agenda topics. Case B3 stakeholder and manager statements concurred with the 
CRM statement (S=6; M=3) (Table B3.15.) “an email came out saying what are your issues for the caucus 
meeting? …Put them forward” (B3.S2); “we certainly asked for our issues. At our consumer forum in the 
morning we were asked at our network to identify the problems and we had the opportunity to raise those issues at 
the end of the day” (B3.S3). 
5.3.5.7. Full and equal treatment of propositions raised  
Managers were more optimistic than stakeholders that propositions raised were ‘treated fully and 
to the satisfaction of participants (S=2; M=7) (Table B3.15.). Managers self-reported providing 
full answers to questions raised “[stakeholders] seemed happy enough with the answers to the questions” 
(B3.M3); “I think they were satisfied by the content” (B3.M1).  
Full and equal treatment of all propositions violated 
All stakeholders interviewed provided examples to indicate some propositions were not treated 
to the satisfaction of stakeholders during the committee meeting (S=6; M=2) (Table B3.15.) “there 
were issues about [topic]. I forget what the actual issue was, but it hadn't been resolved from the minutes… We 
may not have resolved everything completely satisfactorily” (B3.S3); “were a couple of questions… in my opinion 
was more aimed at diffusing further discussion or diverting or trying to make it less of an issue” (B3.S1). 
Stakeholders provided examples that indicated some managers discouraged two-way discourse on 
propositions raised “my guess would be that was the standard [organisation] line they were giving back and I 
thought that's not going to wash at this point in time” (B3.S2). One manager admitted he attempted to 
limit questions during his presentation “so, probably towards the end I was trying to close out the questions” 
(B3.M2). A manager observed unresolved differences of opinion between the organisation and 
stakeholders on a specific issue “that was more just like ships passing in the night…. it was just a different 
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world view of what the regulation is there to do. …I explained and he said he understood the explanation but he 
thought it wasn't really a problem and I said you're entitled to that view, but it's not the way we see it”(B3.M3). 
5.3.6. Listening effectiveness and Participatory communication  
When case B3 data was studied through the prism of listening competency, there was indication 
of agreement between stakeholder and manager expectations of an effective listening 
organisation. Case B3 stakeholders and managers most frequently described their expectations in 
behavioural terms (Table B3.3.).  
There was less agreement when stakeholder expectations of organisation B’s listening 
effectiveness during the meeting were compared with managers’ understanding of stakeholder 
expectations. Stakeholders primarily expected to see behavioural characteristics exhibited by the 
organisation during the committee meeting, whereas managers believed stakeholders primarily 
expected to see affective characteristics (Table B3.5.). Further comparison of case B3 stakeholder 
expectations and managers’ understanding of stakeholder expectations is presented in Table B3.6. 
There was some congruency between managers’ understanding of stakeholder expectations and 
stakeholders’ expectations of organisation B during the meeting. Managers accurately identify 
willing to listen and understand/comprehend as qualities stakeholders primarily expected to see as 
indications organisation B was listening effectively during the committee meeting (Table B3.6.). 
There was evidence of high levels of agreement between Case B3 stakeholder and manager 
reports of effective listening perceived during the committee meeting. Both cohorts primarily 
described attributes perceived in behavioural terms and both cohorts perceived a similar number of 
attributes associated with effective listening, during the committee meeting (Table B3.7.).  
Stakeholders and managers most frequently identified the following qualities as indicating 
organisation B listened effectively during the meeting: 
• appropriate organisation procedures; 
• ask/answer questions. 
There was a low level of agreement between case B3 managers and stakeholders when describing 
attributes associated with NON-effective organisation listening perceived during the committee 
meeting. Stakeholders perceived significantly more accounts than managers self-reported, of 
NON-effective organisation listening attributes during the meeting. Consistent with this lack of 
congruency, stakeholders primarily described attributes observed in behavioural terms; whereas 
managers primarily described NON-effective organisation listening attributes exhibited in cognitive 
terms (Table B3.9.). 
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Stakeholders and managers identified the following qualities as primarily indicating organisation B 
did NOT listen effectively during the meeting: 
• NOT appropriate organisation procedures 
Case B3 results suggested moderate congruency between manager self-perceptions of their 
listening effectiveness and stakeholder observations. Managers rated their own listening higher 
than stakeholders perceived (Table B3.11.). Case B3 managers accurately perceived stakeholder 
listening expectations were met during the committee meeting (Table B3.12.). 
Case B3 managers demonstrated a low level of accuracy in their understanding of communication 
sources that may have raised or, conversely, lowered stakeholder expectations. Past experience with 
the organisation was the only one of three communication sources reported most frequently by 
stakeholders that was accurately identified by managers (Table B3.13.). 
 Case B3 data was re-examined within the framework of participatory communication, to evaluate 
the extent of case B3’s adherence to Habermas’s norms of communicative action (Jacobson, 
2007a, 2007b). Stakeholders and managers provided a similar number of examples to indicate 
organisation B exhibited ‘appropriate’ behaviour, given its legal mandate and responsibilities, that 
organisation B understood what stakeholders were trying to tell them and that stakeholders 
understood what the organisation was trying to tell them and that organisation B was 
‘knowledgeable’ about, or interested in, stakeholder issues (Table B3.14.).  
Stakeholders recorded more examples than managers to indicate organisation B was ‘sincere’ in 
its attempts to address stakeholder concerns (Table B3.14.).  
There was a low level of congruency between case B3 stakeholders and managers when 
‘challenges to validity claims’ were described. Stakeholders provided over twice as many examples 
to ‘challenge the appropriateness’ of some actions by the organisation. Stakeholders perceived a 
power-imbalance between stakeholders and senior managers in attendance at the committee 
meeting. Stakeholders perceived organisation B took little or no action between meetings to 
address issues raised. Organisation B’s lack of action on issues raised was perceived by 
stakeholders as a challenge to two validity claims: appropriate behaviour, given its legal mandate 
and responsibilities, and sincerity in attempts to address stakeholder concerns (Table B3.14.). 
Stakeholders provided examples to suggest stakeholders did not understand the content of some 
presentations delivered by organisation B during the committee meeting. Statements were 
primarily concerned with a lack of background briefing material for committee members. Case 
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B3 manager statements concurred with stakeholder perceptions as regards a lack of background 
briefing material, acknowledging stakeholders would acquire a deeper understanding of issues 
discussed if more information was available prior to meetings (Table B3.14.).  
Medium levels of congruency were evident between case B3 stakeholders and managers as 
regards perceptions that ‘ideal speech conditions’ were met during the meeting (B3.15). Both 
cohorts provided examples of ‘symmetrical opportunities for communication’; examples when 
participants felt ‘free to raise any proposition’, and some examples to indicate issues raised were dealt 
with ‘fully and to the satisfaction of participants’, during the committee meeting (Table B3.15.). 
In contrast, low levels of congruency between case B3 stakeholders and managers were evident as 
regards perceptions that ideal speech conditions were violated during the committee meeting 
(Table B3.15.). Stakeholders perceived a power-imbalance between stakeholders and managers, 
believing the power–imbalance discouraged two-way dialogue between the two cohorts. 
Stakeholders provided twice as many examples than managers to suggest some propositions were 
not treated fully and to the satisfaction of participants during the committee meeting.  
Results from case B3 indicate low levels of agreement, accuracy and congruency between 
stakeholders and managers as regards the level of effective and NON-effective organisation 
listening perceived during the committee meeting. Consistent with these results, low levels of 
congruency were evident between stakeholder and manager perceptions of participatory and non-
participatory communication practiced during the committee meeting.  
5.3.7. Case B3 Recurring themes 
Case B3 stakeholders believed a long-term relationship was established between committee 
members and the Community Relations Manager (CRM). Stakeholders perceived the CRM to be 
sincere in his efforts to facilitate participatory communication aimed at mutual understanding, 
between the organisation and stakeholders. However, stakeholders believed his ability to provide 
adequate support for committee members during and in-between meetings was compromised by 
constant reductions in staff and a lack of financial support for the stakeholder-engagement team. 
Furthermore, stakeholders perceived the downsizing of the stakeholder-engagement team as an 
indication organisation B did not value the committee and was not sincere in attempts to address 
stakeholder issues. 
Stakeholders and managers revealed a lack of knowledge as regards the purpose of the 
committee. An examination of case B3’s agenda provides further evidence of a discrepancy 
between stakeholders and managers’ understanding of the committee’s role within the 
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organisation. Five of the six agenda items were organisation-led presentations. The sixth item, 
‘stakeholder issues’ was the only opportunity provided for stakeholders to raise issues during the 
meeting. ‘Stakeholder issues’ was listed as the final agenda topic, timed for 4.15 pm and given 
twenty minutes during a seven-hour meeting. During their interviews, stakeholders expressed 
disappointment that only one or two managers remained in the room for this item. Consistent 
with this finding, evidence from case B3 suggests both cohorts had different perceptions of the 
committee’s purpose, and behaviours expected, of individuals who participated in the committee 
meeting.  
Statements from case B3 stakeholders and managers indicated perceptions of a power imbalance 
between stakeholders and managers in attendance at the committee meeting. Stakeholders 
expressed frustration that the majority of managers who presented to the committee were first-
time attendees at the meeting and had no relationship with committee members. Stakeholders 
stated that many managers presented once to the committee meeting and were never seen or 
heard from by committee members again. Both cohorts perceived stakeholders were expected to 
listen, not engage in dialogue, during presentations by senior managers “I mean, one of the senior 
managers came and spoke from the head of the table, and that was symbolic sort of…he sat, so there were some 
power implications (B3.S1); another stakeholder noted “he told us he was busy and had other things to 
attend to, which is fine. I mean you accept that, but you don't need to be told that too many times either” (B3.S2). 
One stakeholder observed “it's like these people are literally demigods, and they deign to give us 50 minutes of 
their time. I mean, that's not consultation. (B3.S3). During interviews, case B3 managers remarked on 
the importance of some senior managers in attendance at this committee meeting “they're really 
looking at very senior managers in the organisation… having the opportunity to listen to them and ask them 
questions I think reflects that [company] is taking their views pretty seriously”(B3.M1). One manager noted 
a number of people who reported directly to the CEO made presentations during the committee 
meeting “they've had close on a quarter of them in the last day. It's hard to see you could do a lot more in that 
sense to say yes this group is important” (B3.M3).   
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5.4. Summary 
This concludes the within-case analysis of three case studies provided by organisation B for the 
research project. Context and results were presented for case B1, B2 and B3 respectively. Data 
from the three case studies was examined individually to build an explanation about each case. 
Within-case analysis involved three stages:  
• data from each case was examined within the framework of constructs from 
listening competency literature; 
• data from each case was re-examined within the framework of constructs from 
participatory communication literature; 
• within each case, listening competency results were compared with participatory 
communication results.  
In the next Chapter, results from the three case studies within each organisation are collated and 
analysed to present intra-organisation results for each organisation. 
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CHAPTER SIX: INTRA-ORGANISATION COMPARISON 
In addition to the within-case analysis conducted in Chapters four and five, intra-organisation 
comparisons were conducted. This involved collation of data within the three cases from each 
organisation. Data from organisation A’s three cases was combined to provide a whole-of-
organisation perspective. The process was repeated with data from organisation B’s three cases. 
In addition to the presentation of whole-of-organisation results, the intra-organisation 
comparison explored similarities and variations in results within the three cases from organisation 
A. This procedure was repeated with data from cases B1, B2 and B3 (Appendix 3.7.). The intra-
organisation analysis involved three separate stages of analysis: 
• data from each organisation was examined within the framework of constructs 
from listening competency literature; 
• data from each organisation was re-examined within the framework of constructs 
from participatory communication literature; 
• within each organisation, listening competency results were compared with 
participatory communication results.  
6.1. Organisation A 
The Chapter commences with the presentation of organisation A results, derived from the 
collation of results from the three case studies provided for the study by organisation A. 
Stakeholder results from cases A1, A2 and A3 were combined to provide insights into the 
listening expectations and perceptions of organisation A stakeholders, within the context of 
organisation-stakeholder events. Manager results from case A1, A2 and A3 were collated to 
provide insights into organisation A manager expectations and perceptions, within the context of 
organisation-stakeholder events. In addition to the presentation of whole-of-organisation A 
results, similarities and variations in results within the three case studies provided by organisation 
A were explored. Organisation A results follow.  
Organisation A provided two cases (case A1 and A2), that represent ‘deviant’ cases in the study, 
on the dimension of community consultation training. Case A1 and case A2 managers 
participating in the study had undergone community-consultation training, whereas the third case 
study provided by organisation A involved managers who had not undergone training. In the 
three cases provided by organisation B, the only manager who had undergone community 
consultation training was the Community Relations Manager.  
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6.1.1. Expectations of organisation listening 
Data from organisation A was examined within the framework of constructs from listening 
competency literature. The ‘Qualities associated with the Competent Listening Organisation’ 
(QCL taxonomy) was used as a comparative base to view stakeholder and manager expectations 
and perceptions of organisation A’s listening practices (Appendix 4.1.).  
6.1.1.1. Expectations of an effective listener 
Organisation A stakeholders provided ninety-seven accounts of attributes expected of an 
effective listener. Managers provided one hundred and eleven accounts of attributes expected of 
an effective listener. Behavioural terms received the highest number of accounts from stakeholders 
and managers (Table A.1.). 
Organisation A Affective Cognitive Behavioural TOTAL 
stakeholders  25 33 39 97 
managers 30 30 51 111 
Table A.1. Organisation A: Attributes associated with an effective listener expected 
When accounts were coded-on within the framework of the QCL taxonomy, results indicated 
organisation A stakeholders and managers were in agreement that interpersonal skills and 
interaction-based behaviours were qualities an effective listener would most frequently 
demonstrate (Table A.2.). 
 Organisation A 
Quality (QCL taxonomy extract) stakeholders managers 
attentive x x 
open-minded x x 
understand / comprehend x x 
eye contact x x 
appropriate body language x  
interested  x 
respond appropriately  x 
Table A.2. Organisation A: Qualities associated with an effective listener expected 
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6.1.1.2. Expectations of an effective listening organisation 
Organisation A stakeholders provided one hundred and fifty-two accounts of attributes 
associated with an effective listening organisation. Managers provided one hundred and thirty-
seven accounts. Stakeholders and managers were in agreement that attributes most frequently 
associated with an effective listening organisation were behavioural in nature (Table A.2.). 
Organisation A  Affective   Cognitive  Behavioural TOTAL 
stakeholders 33 50 69 152 
managers 34 38 65 137 
Table A.3. Organisation A: Attributes associated with an effective listening organisation 
Organisation A stakeholders and managers were in agreement that interpersonal and interaction-
based behaviours were qualities most frequently associated with an effective listening 
organisation.  Stakeholder and managers were in agreement that action would be taken on issues 
raised and appropriate organisation procedures would be evident if an organisation listened 
effectively to stakeholders (Table A.4.). 
 Organisation A 
Quality (QCL taxonomy extract) stakeholders managers 
take action x x 
respectful x  
open-minded x  
approachable x  
appropriate body language x x 
appropriate written procedures x  
appropriate general procedures  x 
appropriate venue & set-up  x 
supportive/empathy  x 
honesty  x 
respond appropriately  x 
understand/comprehend  x 
Table A.4. Organisation A: Qualities associated with an effective listening organisation 
6.1.1.3. Manager understanding of stakeholder expectations 
During their respective committee meetings, stakeholders primarily expected organisation A to 
demonstrate behavioural characteristics to indicate effective organisation listening (Table A.3). In 
contrast, organisation A managers believed stakeholders primarily expected organisation A to 
demonstrate affective characteristics (Table A.5.).  
Organisation A  Affective Cognitive Behavioural 
Stakeholder 
listens 
 
TOTAL 
stakeholders 58 83 108  249 
managers 33 28 26 12 99 
Table A.5. Organisation A: Understanding of stakeholder expectations 
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Consistent with stakeholder expectations of an effective listener and an effective listening 
organisation, during their respective committee meetings, stakeholders primarily expected 
organisation A to exhibit interaction-based behaviours and appropriate organisation procedures 
to indicate effective organisation listening. In contrast, managers believed stakeholders expected 
them to demonstrate expertise, knowledge and ask/answer questions as indications of effective 
organisation listening. In addition, managers believed stakeholders came to the meeting expecting 
to be listen to managers deliver information from the organisation, rather than the organisation 
be ‘the listener’.(Table A.6.).  
 Organisation A 
Quality (QCL taxonomy extract) stakeholders managers 
attentive x  
open-minded x  
understand/comprehend x  
appropriate organisation procedures x  
appropriate written procedures x  
honesty  x 
ask/answer questions  x 
knowledgeable  x 
stakeholder listens  x 
Table A.6. Organisation A: Understanding of stakeholder expectations 
6.1.2. Perceptions of organisation listening 
Stakeholders and managers were prompted to describe examples of effective and NON-effective 
organisation listening perceived during the meeting, to answer research question two: how do 
stakeholders assess organisational listening competency?  
6.1.2.1. Perceptions of effective organisation listening  
Organisation A stakeholders perceived significantly more examples of effective organisation 
listening during committee meetings than managers self-perceived (S=307; M=194) (Table A.7.). 
Stakeholders and managers most frequently described effective organisation listening attributes 
observed in behavioural terms (Table A.7.).  
Organisation A  Affective Cognitive Behavioural TOTAL 
stakeholders 32 116 159 307 
managers 22 83 89 194 
TOTAL 54 199 248 501 
Table A.7. Organisation A: Attributes associated with effective organisation listening perceived 
Organisation A stakeholders and managers were in agreement that demonstrations of appropriate 
written, social and general procedures associated with committee meetings indicated the presence 
of effective organisation listening (Table A.8.). Stakeholders and managers described examples of 
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interpersonal skills, interaction-based behaviours and evidence the organisation had taken action 
on issues raised, as indications the organisation had listened effectively (Table A.8.).  
 Organisation A 
Quality (QCL taxonomy extract) stakeholders managers 
respond appropriately x x 
ask/answer questions x x 
address issues x  
appropriate staff involved x  
attentive x  
appropriate body language x  
appropriate organisation procedures x x 
appropriate written procedures x x 
appropriate venue & set-up x x 
appropriate social procedures x x 
appropriate general procedures  x 
take action  x 
eye contact  x 
Table A.8. Organisation A: Qualities associated with effective organisation listening perceived 
6.1.2.2. Perceptions of NON-effective organisation listening 
Organisation A stakeholders and managers reported a similar number of instances of NON-
effective organisation listening attributes perceived during the committee meeting. Stakeholders 
and managers were in agreement that NON-effective organisation listening attributes observed 
were primarily cognitive (Table A.9.). 
Organisation A  Affective Cognitive Behavioural TOTAL 
stakeholders 2 38 7 47 
managers 3 38 8 49 
TOTAL 5 76 15 96 
Table A.9. Organisation A: Attributes associated with NON-effective organisation listening perceived 
There was evidence of agreement between stakeholder and manager perceptions that the primary 
indicator of NON-effective organisation listening was inappropriate organisation procedures 
associated with committee meetings (A.10.).  
 Organisation A 
Quality (QCL taxonomy extract) stakeholders managers 
not run meeting appropriately x x 
not appropriate organisation procedures x x 
not appropriate written procedures x x 
not appropriate venue & set-up x x 
not appropriate general procedures x x 
not appropriate social procedures x  
not attentive  x 
not understand/comprehend  x 
Table A.10. Organisation A: Qualities associated with NON-effective organisation listening perceived 
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6.1.3. Discrepancies between expectations & perceptions 
Discrepancies were evident between manager self-perceptions and stakeholder observations of 
managers’ listening behaviour. Organisation A managers rated themselves lower than 
stakeholders perceived, describing themselves between ‘effective’ and ‘average’ listeners, whereas 
stakeholders rated managers between ‘very effective’ and ‘effective’ listeners (Table A.11.).  
 Organisation A 
Rating stakeholders managers 
very very effective   
very effective 4  
effective v.effective 2  
effective 3 7 
average  3 
ineffective   
no response 1  
Table A.11. “How do you rate managers as listeners?” 
Organisation A managers estimated that stakeholder expectations were met during committee 
meetings (Table A2.12.). Eight stakeholder responses concurred with this view; one stakeholder 
did not consider listening expectations were met, and one stakeholder did not respond to the 
question (Table A.12.).  
 Organisation A 
Expectations stakeholders managers 
yes 8 10 
no 1  
no response 1  
Table A.12. “Were stakeholder expectations met?” 
Organisation A stakeholders most frequently identified the following communication sources as 
influences on their expectations: newspaper, past experience with organisation A, letters, brochures, 
advertisements, the relationship established between organisation A and stakeholders, phone calls, emails 
and the site-specific calendars (Table A.13.). Managers accurately identified seven of the nine most 
frequently cited communication sources that stakeholders believed influenced their expectations 
(Table A.13.). 
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 Organisation A 
Communication Source stakeholders managers 
newspaper x x 
past experience x x 
letters x x 
brochures x x 
advertisements x x 
relationship x x 
phone calls x x 
calendar x  
email x  
meeting minutes  x 
newsletter  x 
existence of meetings  x 
agenda   
did not know   
Table A.13. Basis of stakeholder expectations 
6.1.4. Participatory communication  
Data from the three case studies provided by organisation A was combined and re-examined 
within the framework of constructs from participatory communication literature (Table 2.6.2.). A 
summary of organisation A results, examined within the framework of constructs from 
participatory communication literature, is presented in Appendix 5.1. 
6.1.4.1. Knowledge 
Organisation A managers self-perceived more examples than stakeholders of instances 
organisation A was knowledgeable about, or showed interest in, stakeholder issues during 
committee meetings (S=15; M=46) (Table A.14.). This result indicated low levels of congruency 
between stakeholder and manager cohorts as regards perceptions of the organisation’s knowledge 
of opportunities or threats facing stakeholders and the organisation (Appendix 5.1.).  
Challenge to knowledge 
Consistent with this result, a lack of congruency was evident between stakeholder and manager 
perceptions as regards ‘challenges to the organisation’s knowledge’ of opportunities or threats, of 
concern to stakeholders and organisation A (S=4; M=18) (Table A.14.). The majority of 
examples were provided by case A3. Case A3 managers expressed concern at a lack of 
community representation on the organisation–stakeholder committee. In addition case A3 
stakeholders and managers remarked on the lack of community issues discussed at committee 
meetings (Appendix 5.1.). 
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Organisation A stakeholders managers Organisation A stakeholders managers 
knowledge 15 46 challenge to knowledge 4 18 
appropriate  86 83 challenge to appropriate  25 18 
sincerity 37 33 challenge to sincerity 4 4 
comprehension 82 84 challenge to comprehension 16 15 
TOTAL 220 246 TOTAL 49 55 
Table A.14. Organisation A: Validity claims met Challenge to validity claims  
6.1.4.2. Appropriate  
There was congruency between organisation A stakeholder and manager perceptions that 
organisation A demonstrated appropriate actions during the committee meetings, given its legal 
mandate and responsibilities (S=86; M=83) (Table A.14.). The majority of comments related to 
appropriate organisation procedures associated with the set-up and coordination of committee 
meetings, appropriate social interaction before, during and after meetings, and appropriate 
written procedures associated with committee meetings. Accurate minute–taking, timely 
distribution of minutes and provision of interim-reports to committee members were 
descriptions coded into ‘appropriate written procedures’. Cases A1 and A2 managers and stakeholders 
referred to written guidelines and protocols explaining the roles and behaviours expected of 
committee members, and written step-by-step procedures for staff involved in preparation and 
facilitation of committee meetings. The documents referred to were named the ‘Terms of 
Reference’ and ‘Guiding Principles for Committee’. A description of these documents and 
examples of additional appropriate written procedures are discussed in the final section of organisation 
A results, “recurring themes”.  
Challenge to appropriate  
There was a high level of congruency between stakeholder and manager descriptions of 
inappropriate behaviour exhibited by organisation A during committee meetings (S=25; M=18) 
(Table A.14.). Stakeholders voiced concern at the venue selection and set-up in cases A2 and A3. 
Case A3 stakeholders and managers described some presentations during meetings as 
inappropriate. Stakeholders and managers in case A3 expressed concern that some stakeholders 
selected for the committee were not appropriate community representatives (Appendix 5.1.).  
6.1.4.3. Sincerity 
There was a high level of congruency between stakeholder and manager views that organisation 
A was ‘sincere’ in attempts to address stakeholder concerns (S=37; M=33) (Table A.14.). In all 
three case studies, organisation A managers described their efforts to provide honest and 
transparent information to stakeholders. This result indicated a corporate culture conducive to 
honest and transparent communication between the organisation and its stakeholders. Both 
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stakeholders and managers perceived organisation A’s generous allocation of resources to 
stakeholder engagement as an indication of sincerity. Efforts to build and maintain long-term 
relationships with the community by involvement in local sponsorship projects, were perceived 
as indications organisation A’s was sincere in attempts to address stakeholder concerns 
(Appendix 5.1.).  
Challenge to sincerity 
Case A2 stakeholders and managers and one case A1 manager acknowledged challenges to the 
sincerity of the organisation (S=4; M=4) (Table A.14.). Both case A2 cohorts recognised trust 
between managers and their stakeholders was qualified, and, as a result, every action or statement 
made at committee meetings was scrutinised carefully by the stakeholders. Guest speakers who 
did not make any effort to build relationships with stakeholders were perceived to lack sincerity 
in attempts to address stakeholder concerns (Appendix 5.1.).  
6.1.4.4. Comprehension 
Organisation A stakeholders and managers recorded a similar number of statements to indicate 
they understood the other party’s position and the issues involved (S=82; M=84) (Table A.14.). 
Both cohorts suggested circulation of pre-meeting briefing material to committee members, 
comprehensive minute-taking during meetings, and timely distribution of minutes after meetings 
were appropriate written procedures that contributed to mutual understanding between stakeholders 
and managers. In all three case studies provided by organisation A, managers described their 
endeavours to communicate complex, technical information in language that was comprehensible 
to stakeholders. In cases A1 and A2, stakeholders concurred with managers, providing examples 
to indicate organisation A strived to ensure stakeholders understood information presented. In 
addition, stakeholders in cases A1 and A2 considered managers endeavoured to understand 
issues raised by stakeholders during meetings (Appendix 5.1.). 
 Challenge to comprehension 
Congruency was evident between organisation A cohorts as regards the number of challenges to 
the organisation’s understanding of stakeholder issues, or challenges to stakeholders ability to 
understand what managers were trying to tell them during committee meetings (S=16; 
M=15)(Table A.15.). In case A3, stakeholders and managers recognised some information 
provided during the meeting was too technical for community representatives to understand. The 
majority of manager ‘challenges to comprehension’ indicated organisation A could improve web-
sites and brochures to enhance stakeholder understanding of the organisation’s business 
operations. Case A3 managers believed a lack of community representation on case A3’s 
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committee contributed to their lack of understanding about local community issues 
(Appendix 5.1.).  
6.1.4.5. Symmetrical opportunities for communication 
During committee meetings, organisation A stakeholders perceived more examples than 
managers to indicate equal opportunities were provided to raise questions or challenge the 
organisation’s position on issues (S=42; M=22) (Table A.15.). Stakeholders perceived managers 
behaved in a respectful and inclusive manner towards stakeholders, welcoming comments during 
presentations, and encouraging questions. Managers concurred with stakeholders, self-reporting 
behaviour that encouraged stakeholder questions and feedback during meetings. Stakeholders 
believed the relationship established between the organisation and stakeholders facilitated two-
way, symmetrical dialogue. Managers concurred with stakeholders, noting the relationship 
between stakeholders and managers was relaxed, friendly and conducive for two-way, 
symmetrical dialogue. Stakeholders and managers in cases A1 and A2 believed there was an equal 
distribution of agenda items between stakeholder and organisation issues. Case A2 stakeholders 
and managers acknowledged conflict between the organisation and stakeholders was, at times, 
high during the meeting. During debates arising in situations of conflict, both case A2 cohorts 
perceived opportunities for symmetrical communication (Appendix 5.1.).  
Symmetrical opportunities for communication violated 
No examples of asymmetrical communication were evident in case A1 or A2 results. Four 
statements indicated asymmetrical communication was evident during case A3’s committee 
meeting (S=1; M=3) (Table A.15.). Managers expressed concern at a lack of lively interaction 
between stakeholders and the organisation, on issues raised during the committee meeting 
(Appendix 5.1.).  
Organisation A stakeholders managers Organisation A stakeholders managers 
symmetrical 
opportunities for 
communication  
42 22 symmetrical opportunities for 
communication violated 
1 3 
free to raise any 
proposition 
10 9 free to raise any proposition 
violated 
0 0 
full and equal 
treatment of 
propositions 
raised  
16 16 full and equal treatment of 
propositions raised violated 
3 1 
TOTAL 68 47 TOTAL 4 4 
Table A.15. Organisation A: Speech conditions fulfilled Speech conditions violated 
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6.1.4.6. Free to raise any proposition 
Organisation A stakeholders and managers recorded a similar number of statements to indicate 
participants felt free to raise any proposal they wished for discussion (S=10; M=9) (Table A.15.). 
Managers from cases A1 and A2 described the organisation procedure used to ensure 
stakeholders could propose agenda-items prior to committee meetings. Stakeholders concurred 
with manager descriptions of the agenda-setting procedure (Appendix 6.1.). There were no 
examples to indicate a violation of this speech condition (Table A.15.)  
6.1.4.7. Full and equal treatment of propositions raised 
Organisation A stakeholders and managers provided equal numbers of examples to indicate 
participants felt propositions raised were answered to the satisfaction of those attending 
committee meetings (S=16; M=16) (Table A.15.). Stakeholders believed organisation A managers 
made an effort to address issues raised, answered questions, and provided interim-reports with 
updates on the status of actions taken to address issues. Manager statements concurred with 
stakeholder perceptions. Managers self-reported the organisation endeavoured to take action on 
issues raised, and to provide progress reports to stakeholders on actions taken by the 
organisation. Managers referred to their use of clarifying skills during two-way communication 
exchanges, to ensure stakeholders understood answers provided to their questions 
(Appendix 5.1.).  
Full and equal treatment of propositions raised violated 
Four examples indicated some propositions were not treated to the satisfaction of participants 
during committee meetings (S=3; M=1) (Table A.15.). One case A3 stakeholder felt the 
organisation did not commit to take an action when requested to do so. Two case A2 
stakeholders expressed concern that the organisation’s answers to some questions did not satisfy 
stakeholders. One case A2 manager statement concurred with stakeholder perceptions, 
acknowledging the organisation’s actions to address one stakeholder issue did not fully satisfy 
stakeholder concerns (Appendix 5.1.).  
6.1.5. Listening effectiveness and Participatory communication  
When organisation A data was examined through the prism of listening competency, there was 
indication of agreement between stakeholder and manager expectations of an effective listening 
organisation. Stakeholders and managers primarily described behavioural characteristics when 
describing attributes associated with effective organisation listening (Table A.3.).  
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There was less agreement when stakeholder expectations of organisation A’s listening 
effectiveness during committee meetings were compared with managers’ understanding of 
stakeholder expectations. Stakeholders primarily expected to see behavioural characteristics 
exhibited by the organisation during the committee meeting, whereas managers believed 
stakeholders primarily expected to see affective characteristics (Table A.5.).  
Further comparison of organisation A stakeholder expectations and managers’ understanding of 
stakeholder expectations is presented in Table A.6. Results suggested managers’ understanding of 
stakeholder expectations was not closely correlated with stakeholder expectations. Managers did 
not frequently cite any of the qualities associated with effective organisation listening most 
frequently cited by stakeholders (Table A.6.). 
During committee meetings, organisation A participants perceived significantly more effective 
than NON-effective organisation listening attributes (effective=501; NON-effective=96) (Table 
A.7 & A.9). Both cohorts most frequently described effective organisation listening attributes 
perceived in behavioural terms (Table A.7). Results indicated organisation A managers were self-
critical, reporting less effective organisation listening practices than stakeholders observed (Table A.7.).  
Stakeholders and managers most frequently identified the following qualities as indicating 
organisation A listened effectively during committee meetings  
• appropriate organisation procedures;  
• respond appropriately; 
• ask/answer questions. 
Consistent with earlier results indicating organisation A managers were more self-critical of their 
listening effectiveness than stakeholders perceived, managers self-reported slightly more NON-
effective listening practices than stakeholders observed (Table A.9.). There was evidence of high 
levels of agreement between organisation A stakeholder and manager reports of NON-effective 
organisation listening perceived during committee meetings. Both cohorts primarily described 
characteristics in cognitive terms, and both cohorts perceived the same number of cognitive 
characteristics associated with NON-effective organisation listening exhibited by managers 
during committee meetings (S=38; M=38) (Table A.9.).  
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Stakeholders and managers were in agreement that during committee meetings, the following 
qualities were most frequently perceived as indicative of NON–effective organisation listening: 
• NOT appropriate organisation procedures; 
• NOT run a meeting appropriately. 
Results suggested discrepancies between manager self-perceptions of their listening effectiveness 
and stakeholder observations. Managers self-perceived a lower rating than stakeholders 
perceived, describing themselves as primarily ‘effective’ listeners, compared to ratings given by 
stakeholders (Table A.11.). These results suggested organisation A managers were under-
confident in their own listening effectiveness. Responses indicated moderate accuracy between 
stakeholder and manager perceptions during the meetings. All managers believed stakeholder 
expectations were met during committee meetings. Eight of ten stakeholder interviewed 
concurred with this view; one stakeholder did not respond to the question and one stakeholder 
considered the organisation did not meet expectations he/she had been led to expect. (Table A.12.). 
Organisation A managers demonstrated accuracy in their understanding of communication 
sources that may have raised or, conversely, lowered, stakeholder expectations. Seven of the nine 
communication sources stakeholders stated influenced their expectations were accurately 
identified by managers (Table A.13.).  
Collated data from cases A1, A2 and A3 data was re-examined within the framework of 
participatory communication, to evaluate the extent of organisation A’s adherence to Habermas’s 
norms of communicative action (Jacobson, 2007a, 2007b).  
There was evidence of congruency between organisation A stakeholder and manager perceptions 
that three validity claims necessary for participatory communication, ‘appropriate’, ‘sincerity’ and 
‘comprehension’, were met during committee meetings (Table A.14.). Stakeholders and managers 
perceived a similar number of examples to indicate actions by organisation A were appropriate 
given its mandate, and that organisation A was sincere in attempts to address stakeholder 
concerns. Stakeholders and managers provided a similar number of examples to indicate 
managers understood what stakeholders were trying to tell them and that stakeholders 
understood what managers were trying to tell them, during committee meetings.  
Consistent with these results, organisation A stakeholders and managers provided a similar 
number of examples to indicate actions by the organisation were perceived as ‘inappropriate’, ‘ 
insincere’ or ‘incomprehensible’ at times during committee meetings (Table A.14.).  
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There was a low level of congruency between managers and stakeholders as regards to one 
validity claim, ‘knowledge’. Organisation A managers were more critical of themselves than 
stakeholders perceived (S=15; M=46) (Table A.14.). Consistent with this result, managers 
described more examples than stakeholders, of ‘challenges to the organisation’s knowledge’ of 
stakeholder issues (S=4; M=18) (Table A.14.). All statements were provided by case A3 
participants.  
There was evidence of congruency between organisation A stakeholder and manager perceptions 
that two ‘ideal speech conditions’ were met during committee meetings (Table A.15.). 
Organisation A stakeholders and managers provided a similar number of examples to indicate 
there was freedom to raise any proposition during meetings, and equal number of statements 
describing instances when propositions were treated to the satisfaction of participants during 
committee meetings. Consistent with these results, a high level of congruency was evident 
between stakeholders and manager examples to indicate violations of the same two speech 
conditions during committee meetings (A.15.).  
Organisation A stakeholders were more optimistic than managers in perceiving ‘symmetrical 
opportunities for communication’, during committee meetings (S=42; M=22) (A.15.). Consistent 
with this result, managers described more examples of asymmetrical communication during 
committee meetings than stakeholders described (A.15.). The four asymmetrical communication 
examples were provided by case A3 stakeholders and managers (Table A.15.). 
Organisation A results indicated high levels of agreement, accuracy and congruency between 
stakeholders and manager perceptions of effective and NON-effective organisation listening 
evident during committee meetings. Consistent with these results, a high level of congruency was 
evident between stakeholder and manager perceptions of participatory and non-participatory 
communication practiced during committee meetings. 
6.1.6. Organisation A Recurring themes 
Conditions that influenced organisation A stakeholder perceptions of organisational listening 
effectiveness were grouped into the following themes:  
• appropriate organisation behaviour; 
• comprehension; 
• sincerity; 
• appropriate written procedures. 
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A description of each theme follows. 
• appropriate organisation behaviour 
Organisation A stakeholders and managers indicated that, when managers behaved in a manner 
perceived as appropriate, the organisation was considered to listen effectively. Both stakeholders 
and managers associated appropriate non-verbal and interaction-based behaviours with effective 
organisation listening. Interaction-based behaviours that emerged from stakeholder and manager 
interviews included managers: exhibiting an approachable manner, showing empathy for 
stakeholder concerns, demonstrating honesty, and exhibiting interactive behaviours that built 
relationships with stakeholders. 
An appropriate venue selected for committee meetings, and the meeting set-up, were considered 
to influence stakeholder perceptions of effective organisation listening. Organisation A 
participants referred to the following appropriate social procedures when describing effective 
organisation listening observed: organisation representatives addressing individual stakeholders 
by name, opportunities for informal communication during meal-breaks, and opportunities for 
symmetrical communication during committee meetings. Opportunities for stakeholders to 
introduce new propositions during committee meetings was considered an indication of effective 
organisation listening. Stakeholders and managers considered a well-resourced communications 
team and consistency in organisation members who attended committee meetings, was 
appropriate organisation behaviour that facilitated effective organisation listening.  
Prior to the establishment of organisation-stakeholder committees in cases A1 and A2, 
organisation A’s Community Relations Manager (CRM) conducted ‘community audits’ amongst 
residents and businesses within the vicinity of the two sites. Audit results provided base-line data 
as regards current community perceptions of the organisation’s credibility within each 
community, and identified current issues of concern to the local community. During the 
communication audit key community leaders, both formal and informal, were identified and 
categorised at each site. Community leaders categorised as ‘key stakeholders’, were invited to join 
the respective committee. 
• Comprehension 
Stakeholders and managers in cases A1 and A2 described committee meetings as professional 
and well-organised. When asked to describe the purpose of their respective committees, cases A1 
and A2 participants referred to a series of documents that guided the preparation, facilitation and 
follow-up procedures associated with the committees and documents that described committee 
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protocols. A review of documents at case A3 revealed no written documents to guide 
preparation, facilitation and follow-up procedures associated with committee meetings and no 
committee protocol documents. In case A3, manager and stakeholder comments suggested the 
committee structure was problematic.  
Case A1 and A2 stakeholders and managers provided similar responses when asked to describe 
the purpose of their respective committees and there was evidence of mutual understanding 
between cohorts as regards behaviours expected of committee members. In case A3, some 
stakeholders and managers lacked understanding as regards the purpose of the committee. 
Evidence indicated case A3 management did not conduct a community audit prior to establishing 
the committee, or identify ‘key stakeholders’ within the local community.  
As a result, some stakeholder-committee members were not representative of the local 
community. Consistent with these results, case A3 stakeholders and managers commented on the 
absence of any issues raised by the community, during the committee meeting.  
• Sincerity 
Managers who answered questions to the satisfaction of participants were perceived as sincere in 
attempts to address stakeholder concerns. Stakeholders indicated sincerity was an indicator of 
effective organisation listening. Managers who asked questions were perceived to be interested in 
stakeholder concerns and to have endeavoured to understand stakeholder issues. Managers who 
provided honest, direct answers to stakeholder questions were perceived as honest, 
knowledgeable in their area of expertise, and sincere in attempts to address stakeholder concerns.   
Both cohorts in cases A1 and A2 demonstrated a high level of awareness that building and 
maintaining long-term relationships between managers and stakeholders involved in the 
committees was essential if trust was to be established between the organisation and its 
stakeholders.   
• Appropriate written procedures 
Accurate minute taking and interim-reports were examples of appropriate written procedures 
considered to assist in creating mutual understanding between stakeholders and managers, and 
perceived as indications the organisation was sincere in attempts to address stakeholder concerns.  
Participants in cases A1 and A2 consistently referred to written guidelines and protocols, 
developed in consultation with the CRM, for their respective committees. Documents included 
Terms of Reference for each committee, Terms of Reference for each Chair, Guiding Principles 
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for Committees, a Position Description for each Community Relations Team and a Community 
Relations Check-List for each committee. Organisation A provided copies of each document for 
this research project. A description of the documents follows.   
Terms of Reference 
The document called the committee’s Terms of Reference, was developed in collaboration with 
stakeholders, during initial committee meetings at cases A1 and A2, with guidance from the 
CRM. The written guidelines included descriptions of the purpose and limitations of each 
committee, guidelines for selection of stakeholder and organisation members to each committee, 
and descriptions of the relationship between the respective committees and the organisation.  
The CRM stressed the importance of involving stakeholders in the development of Terms of 
Reference.  
Terms of Reference for Committee Chair 
A document was developed to guide the role and behaviour of each committee’s Chair. Topics in 
the document included procedures to ensure timely distribution of accurate meeting minutes and 
to ensure progress reports were tabled at each meeting. The Terms of Reference for the Chair 
were drafted during workshops, with guidance from the CRM, and tabled at initial committee 
meetings for sign-off by committee members.  
Guiding Principles for Committee 
The Guiding Principles document provided behaviour guidelines for committee members, 
stakeholders and guest speakers. The document sets out standards of communication expected. It 
included principles, aims and actions for the respective committees.  
Position Description for Community Relations Team 
Other documents developed at the workshops, with the CRM’s guidance, included a stakeholder 
engagement plan and a position description for staff appointed as members of each committee’s 
community relations team.  
Community Relations Team Check-List  
A committee meeting ‘check-list’ was developed. This document provided specific tasks to be 
followed by community relations staff involved in the preparation for meetings, facilitation of 
meetings and follow-up or interim-reporting to be conducted in-between meetings.  
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6.2. Organisation B 
Chapter six continues with the presentation of organisation B results, derived from collation of 
results from the three case studies provided for the study by organisation B.  
6.2.1. Expectations of organisation listening  
Data from organisation B was examined within the framework of constructs from listening 
competency literature (Appendix 4.1.).  
6.2.1.1. Expectations of an effective listener 
Organisation B stakeholders provided one hundred and twenty-six accounts of attributes 
associated with an effective listener. Managers provided ninety-two accounts of attributes 
expected of an effective listener.  Behavioural terms received the highest number of accounts from 
stakeholders whereas cognitive terms received the highest number of accounts from managers 
(Table B.1.).  
Organisation B Affective Cognitive Behavioural TOTAL 
stakeholders  40 28 58 126 
managers 27 34 23 92 
Table B.1. Organisation B: Attributes associated with an effective listener expected 
When stakeholder accounts were coded-on within the framework of the QCL taxonomy, 
stakeholders and managers were in agreement that the qualities most frequently associated with 
an effective listener were interpersonal skills and interaction-based behaviours (Table B.2.). 
 Organisation B 
Quality (QCL taxonomy extract) stakeholders managers 
attentive x x 
open-minded x x 
willing to listen x  
supportive / emphatic x  
appropriate body language x  
respond appropriately  x 
understand / comprehend  x 
ask / answer questions  x 
Table B.2. Organisation B: Qualities associated with an effective listener expected 
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6.2.1.2. Expectations of an effective listening organisation 
Organisation B stakeholders provided one hundred and forty-five accounts of attributes 
associated with an effective listening organisation. Organisation B managers provided one 
hundred and seven accounts of attributes associated with an effective listening organisation. 
Stakeholders and managers primarily (most frequently) described their expectations of an 
effective listening organisation in behavioural terms (Table B.3.). 
Organisation B  Affective Cognitive Behavioural TOTAL
stakeholders 45 49 51 145 
managers 34 33 40 107 
Table B.3. Organisation B: Attributes associated with an effective listening organisation expected 
Differences were evident between manager and stakeholder expectations. Consistent with 
stakeholder descriptions of qualities associated with an effective listener, organisation B 
stakeholders expected an organisation to demonstrate interpersonal and interaction-based 
behaviours as an indication of effective organisation listening (Table B.4.). In contrast, managers 
primarily associated behavioural qualities including an organisation taking action and providing 
time to stakeholders, as indicators of effective organisation listening.  
There was agreement between organisation B stakeholders and managers that appropriate 
organisation procedures and an appropriate corporate culture were qualities expected from an 
effective listening organisation (Table B.4.).  
 Organisation B 
Quality (QCL taxonomy extract) stakeholders managers 
appropriate corporate culture x x 
open-minded x  
understand / comprehend x  
respond appropriately x  
appropriate organisation procedures x x 
appropriate general procedures x x 
appropriate written procedures x  
time  x 
take action  x 
respectful  x 
Table B.4. Organisation B: Qualities associated with an effective listening organisation expected 
6.2.1.3. Manager understanding of stakeholder expectations 
During their respective committee meetings, stakeholders primarily expected organisation B to 
demonstrate behavioural characteristics whereas organisation B managers believed stakeholders 
primarily expected the organisation to demonstrate affective characteristics (Table B.5.).  
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Organisation B  Affective Cognitive Behavioural
Stakeholder 
listens 
TOTAL
stakeholders 74 71 105  250 
managers 24 23 13  60 
Table B.5. Organisation B: Understanding of stakeholder expectations 
Consistent with earlier results, organisation B stakeholders most frequently expected organisation 
B to exhibit interpersonal skills, interaction-based behaviours and appropriate written and general 
organisation procedures during their respective committee meetings.  
In comparison, managers believed stakeholders expected them to primarily exhibit behaviours 
that demonstrated expertise and knowledge (Table B.6.). Stakeholders and managers were in 
agreement that the organisation was expected to demonstrate a willingness to listen during 
committee meetings (Table B.6.).  
 Organisation B 
Quality (QCL taxonomy extract) stakeholders managers 
attentive x  
open-minded x  
understand / comprehend x x 
willing to listen x x 
respond appropriately x x 
appropriate organisation procedures x  
appropriate general procedures x  
appropriate written procedures x  
ask / answer questions  x 
take action  x 
Table B.6. Organisation B: Understanding of stakeholder expectations 
6.2.2. Perceptions of organisation listening 
Stakeholders and managers were prompted to describe examples of effective and NON-effective 
organisation listening perceived during the meeting, to answer research question two “how do 
stakeholders assess organisational listening competency?”  
6.2.2.1. Perceptions of effective organisation listening  
Organisation B stakeholders perceived one hundred and fifty-five accounts of effective 
organisation listening demonstrated by managers during their respective committee meetings. 
Organisation B managers self-reported one hundred and ninety-three accounts of effective 
organisation listening demonstrated during committee meetings. Stakeholders and managers 
primarily described effective organisation listening attributes in behavioural terms (Table B.7.). 
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Organisation B  Affective Cognitive Behavioural TOTAL 
stakeholders 31 51 73 155 
managers 27 57 109 193 
TOTAL 58 108 132 348 
TABLE B.7. Organisation B: Attributes associated with effective organisation listening perceived 
During committee meetings, organisation B managers believed they had exhibited more 
interpersonal, non-verbal behaviours to indicate effective organisation listening than stakeholder 
observed (Table B.8.). Stakeholders and managers were in agreement that verbal behaviours 
evident included examples of managers asking/answering questions and responding appropriately 
(Table B.8.). 
 Organisation B 
Quality (QCL taxonomy extract) stakeholders managers 
respond appropriately x x 
ask / answer questions x x 
appropriate body language x x 
open-minded x  
approachable x  
appropriate organisation procedures x x 
appropriate venue & set-up x x 
appropriate written procedures x  
appropriate general procedures  x 
attentive  x 
willing to listen  x 
eye contact  x 
Table B.8. Organisation B: Qualities associated with effective organisation listening perceived 
6.2.2.2. Perceptions of NON-effective organisation listening 
Stakeholder accounts of NON-effective organisation listening perceived were most frequently 
behavioural in nature (B.9.). Managers most frequently described examples of NON-effective 
organisation listening self-perceived in behavioural terms (B.9.). 
Organisation B  Affective Cognitive Behavioural TOTAL 
stakeholders 25 47 83 155 
managers 16 43 16 75 
TOTAL 41 90 99 261 
Table B.9. Organisation B: Attributes associated with NON-effective organisation listening perceived 
Organisation B managers were more optimistic than stakeholders, self-reporting significantly less 
accounts of NON-effective organisation listening than stakeholders observed during committee 
meetings (Table B.9.). In addition, managers self-reported twice as many effective as NON-
effective organisation listening practices evident (Tables B.7. & B.9.). In contrast, organisation B 
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stakeholders reported equal numbers of accounts of effective and NON-effective organisation 
listening perceived during committee meetings (Tables B.7. & B.9.).  
Stakeholders described an inappropriate corporate culture and a lack of action by the 
organisation as qualities primarily associated with NON-effective organisation listening perceived 
during meetings (Table B.10.). Managers did not self-perceive these qualities during committee 
meetings (Table B.10.). In addition, managers did not agree with stakeholders that inappropriate 
social procedures were a primary indication of NON-effective organisation listening (Table B.10.). 
 Organisation B 
Quality (QCL taxonomy extract) stakeholders managers 
not open-minded x x 
not take action x  
not appropriate corporate culture   
not appropriate organisation procedures x x 
not appropriate written procedures x x 
not appropriate venue & set-up x x 
not appropriate general procedures x x 
not appropriate social procedures x  
not willing to change  x 
not understand / comprehend  x 
Table AB.10. Organisation B: Qualities associated with NON-effective organisation listening perceived 
6.2.3. Discrepancies between expectations & perceptions 
Results from organisation B suggested discrepancies between management self-perceptions and 
stakeholder observations of managers’ listening behaviour. Results suggested organisation B 
managers were over-confident in perceptions of their organisation listening practices (Table B.11.).  
Organisation B 
Rating stakeholders managers 
very very effective  1 
very effective  1 
effective/v.effective   
effective  3 7 
average 6  
ineffective 1  
no response   
Table B.11. “How do you rate managers as listeners?” 
Consistent with this result, organisation B managers did not accurately estimate whether 
stakeholder expectations were met during committee meetings. Nine out of ten managers 
estimated stakeholder expectations were met during the meetings. In comparison, stakeholder 
responses were equally divided; five stakeholders stated their expectations were met whilst five 
stakeholders considered their expectations were not met during committee meetings. (Table B.12.). 
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Organisation B 
Expectations stakeholders managers 
yes 5 9 
no 5 1 
no response   
Table B.12. “Were stakeholder expectations met?” 
Organisation B managers did not demonstrate accuracy in their understanding of communication 
sources that may have raised or, conversely, lowered stakeholder expectations. Organisation B 
stakeholders most frequently identified the following communication sources as influences on 
their expectations: existence of meetings, past experience with the organisation, the relationship between 
stakeholders and the organisation and email (B.13). Managers frequently responded they “did not 
know”, when asked their opinions as to what communication sources may have influenced 
stakeholder expectations. Managers only identified one of the four most frequently cited 
communication sources that stakeholders considered had influenced their expectations (Table B.13.). 
 Organisation B 
Communication source stakeholders managers 
past experience x  
relationship x  
existence of meetings x x 
agenda  x 
did not know  x 
Table B.13. Basis of stakeholder expectations 
6.2.4. Participatory communication  
Collated data from the three case studies provided by organisation B was re-examined within the 
framework of constructs from participatory communication literature (Table 2.6.2.). A summary 
of organisation B results, examined within the framework of constructs from participatory 
communication literature, is presented in Appendix 6.1. 
6.2.4.1. Knowledge 
Organisation B participants (stakeholders and managers) provided a total of forty-two statements 
to indicate managers were knowledgeable about, or showed interest in, stakeholder issues, during 
committee meetings (Table B.14.). Result suggested low levels of congruency between 
stakeholder and manager cohort perceptions. Organisation B managers self-perceived 
significantly more examples than stakeholders observed (S=7; M=35) (Table B.14.) (Appendix 
6.1.). Organisation B stakeholders suggested they preferred to consult with managers who 
attended committee meetings regularly and demonstrated prior knowledge of the purpose of the 
committee and the community groups represented. Consistent with these statements, 
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stakeholders described contacting the one manager who had built a long-term relationship with 
committee members, the CRM, to address issues, as opposed to using the committee process. 
Challenge to knowledge 
Managers reported significantly more challenges to the organisation’s ‘knowledge’ of 
opportunities or threats facing either stakeholders or the organisation (S=14; M=39) (Table 
B.14.). Statements indicated managers were aware they did not receive adequate background 
knowledge as regards stakeholder groups represented, or their concerns, prior to committee 
meetings. Despite conceding their lack of knowledge, managers speculated on stakeholder groups 
represented, and their reasons for attending committee meetings. Manager speculations suggested 
a patronising, disrespectful attitude toward stakeholder committee members. Consistent with 
these results, stakeholders described managers as professional and knowledgeable about their 
individual areas of responsibility, but perceived managers lacked an acceptable level of 
understanding about the identity of community groups represented on the committee and of 
specific stakeholder concerns (Appendix 6.1.).  
Organisation B managers expressed different interpretations of the role of the committee, and 
their individual roles within the committee. The majority of managers described their role as 
‘information presenter’, rather than facilitator of two-way dialogue. Stakeholders suggested 
managers were not familiar with the purpose of the committee or the ‘Committee Agreement’, 
which describes the committee’s purpose. Manager statements concurred with stakeholder 
perceptions as regards their lack of knowledge about the contents of the ‘Committee Agreement’. 
In addition, managers did not provide any evidence to suggest they received the ‘Consumer 
Relations: Tips for Presenters’, prior to the committee meeting (Appendix 6.1.).  
Organisation B stakeholders managers  Organisation B stakeholders managers 
knowledge 7 35  challenge to knowledge 14 39 
appropriate  64 90  challenge to appropriate  71 19 
sincerity 30 28  challenge to sincerity 49 0 
comprehension 28 44  challenge to comprehension 31 27 
TOTAL 129 197  TOTAL 165 85 
TableB.14. Organisation B: Validity claims met Challenge to validity claims  
6.2.4.2. Appropriate 
There was agreement between stakeholder and manager perceptions that organisation B 
demonstrated ‘appropriate’ actions, given its legal mandate and responsibilities, during committee 
meetings (S=64; M=90) (Table B.14.). The majority of comments related to the venues selected 
for meetings, and the set-up of meeting-rooms. Stakeholders provided the following examples of 
appropriate behaviour demonstrated: managers who socialised with committee members at 
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coffee breaks, either before or after their individual presentations, thus providing opportunities 
for one-on-one discussion with members in a social environment; managers who responded to 
questions without becoming defensive and managers who talked ‘with’ committee members 
rather than ‘at’ them. Stakeholders and managers perceived senior managers as appropriate guest 
speakers for committee meetings because they had decision-making authority within the 
organisation (Appendix 6.1.).  
Challenges to appropriate 
Low levels of congruency were evident between stakeholders and managers when describing 
‘challenges to appropriate’ actions by the organisation, given its legal mandate and responsibilities 
(S=71; M=19) (Table B.14.). Stakeholders expressed frustration that managers responded to 
stakeholder questions with a standard corporate response, rather than genuinely engaging in 
discussion. In contrast, managers considered responding to stakeholder questions with company 
‘key messages’ was appropriate, as they perceived their primary role at committee meetings was to 
represent the organisation. Stakeholders expressed frustration that some managers did not have 
adequate knowledge in regards to issues raised, and were therefore unable to answer questions. 
Stakeholders described managers who did not have decision-making authority within the 
organisation as inappropriate guest speakers. Stakeholders perceived some managers to exhibit a 
superior attitude toward the committee, believing manager attitudes were a reflection of 
organisation B’s corporate culture. Stakeholders expressed the view that organisation B’s culture 
was a barrier to organisation-stakeholder communication. Managers who used their presentations 
as ‘information delivery’, rather than an opportunity to gain stakeholder feedback, were perceived 
to demonstrate inappropriate behaviour during committee meetings. Stakeholders suggested a 
perceived power-imbalance between stakeholders and senior managers created a barrier to 
genuine, two-way dialogue during committee meetings (Appendix 6.1.).  
6.2.4.3. Sincerity 
There was a high level of congruency between stakeholder and manager views that organisation B 
was ‘sincere’ in attempts to address stakeholder concerns (S=30; M=28) (Table B.14.). The one 
manager involved with the committee on a regular basis was considered to be sincere in attempts 
to address stakeholder concerns (Appendix 6.1.).  
Challenge to sincerity 
Consistent with this result, organisation B stakeholders provided significantly more examples 
than managers to indicate organisation B was insincere in attempts to address stakeholder 
concerns (S=49; M=0) (Table B.14.). Stakeholders interpreted organisation B’s continual 
 
Judy Burnside-Lawry   
Participatory Communication and Listening   211 
reduction of resources for the committee as an indication senior management was not committed 
to organisation-stakeholder engagement. Stakeholders perceived the organisation’s lack of action 
on issues raised by stakeholders as an indication the organisation was not sincere in attempts to 
address stakeholder concerns. Stakeholders questioned whether managers sincerely believed in 
their capacity to change corporate decisions. Stakeholders consistently referred to the culture of 
organisation B in negative terms. Stakeholders suggested the appointment of a new Chief 
Executive Officer, and the resulting organisational change, prevented organisation B managers 
from allocating sufficient time and resources to stakeholder issues. Stakeholders expressed 
frustration that most managers attended committee meetings once and were never seen by 
committee members again. As a result, managers in attendance were unfamiliar with stakeholder 
issues that had been ongoing from previous meetings. In addition, managers who attended 
committee meetings once did not have any relationship with committee members and were 
unfamiliar with procedures or social norms associated with the committee. Consistent with these 
perceptions, stakeholders suggested organisation B’s corporate culture showed evidence of an 
arrogant attitude towards stakeholders (Appendix 6.1.). 
6.2.4.4. Comprehension 
Managers were more optimistic than stakeholders that committee meetings achieved mutual 
understanding on issues raised (S=28; M=44) (Table B.14.). Managers self-reported asking 
questions and endeavouring to understand stakeholder issues. Stakeholder statements concurred 
with manager perceptions; suggesting the majority of managers strived to meet the committee’s 
requirements on relevant issues. Stakeholders understood the committee’s level of influence on 
some issues was limited, whilst on other issues stakeholders expressed confidence their feedback 
was appreciated and valued by managers (Appendix 6.1.).  
In case B1, stakeholders expressed concern at the length of time between conclusion of the 
meeting and the distribution of meeting minutes. Stakeholders suggested meeting minutes were 
not always an accurate record of issues raised, but due to the length of time between a meeting 
and receiving the minutes, stakeholders had difficulty identifying issues omitted or not recorded 
accurately. In case B3, approximately twelve months later, stakeholders acknowledged meeting 
minutes were more promptly distributed. Stakeholders believed this improvement enhanced 
mutual understanding on issues raised between stakeholders and managers (Appendix 6.1.).  
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Challenge to comprehension 
Organisation B stakeholders and managers recorded a similar number of accounts to indicate a 
‘challenge to comprehension’ between stakeholders and managers during committee meetings 
(S=31; M=27) (Table B.14.). Stakeholders expressed frustration at the lack of background 
briefing documents circulated prior to committee meetings. During their interviews, managers 
justified the lack of background briefing documents, stating some information was rated as 
‘commercial in confidence’, and could not be discussed outside the committee meeting. 
Stakeholders expressed frustration at the constant reference to ‘commercial in confidence’ by 
managers, a rule that prevented stakeholders from discussing information with their respective 
community groups after committee meetings. Consistent with these findings, there was evidence 
of confusion amongst both stakeholders and managers as regards the purpose of the committee. 
Statements indicated some committee members and guest speakers were unfamiliar with written 
guidelines and protocols associated with the committee (Appendix 6.1.).  
Stakeholders and managers suggested it was difficult for the organisation to meet the committee’s 
needs because the scope of the committee was so wide, interests of individual members so 
varied, and agenda-items so diverse. Organisation B stakeholders expressed concern at the wide 
variations in industry-specific knowledge, within the stakeholder group. Stakeholder statements 
indicated confusion as regards the role of the committee, within the stakeholder group. One 
stakeholder suggested the organisation develop a manual for distribution to committee members. 
The stakeholder suggested the manual include the ‘Committee Agreement’, and other written 
guidelines and protocols associated with the committee (Appendix 6.1.).  
6.2.4.5. Symmetrical opportunities for communication 
Case B2 and B3 stakeholders and managers were in agreement that symmetrical opportunities for 
communication were provided for participants during committee meetings (S=26; M=26) (Table 
B.15.). Case B2 stakeholders described themselves as a vocal group, not afraid to speak up if they 
disagreed with manager statements. B1 stakeholders did not provide any statements to indicate they 
perceived opportunities for symmetrical communication during their committee meeting. In all 
three case studies, managers self-reported eliciting feedback from stakeholders and encouraging 
questions (Appendix 6.1.). 
Symmetrical opportunities for communication violated 
Organisation B stakeholders provided more examples than managers to indicate communication 
was asymmetrical at times during committee meetings (S=20; M=5) (Table B.15.). Stakeholders 
expressed frustration that committee meetings were dominated by organisation-led topics, and 
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that insufficient time was allocated to discussion of stakeholder issues. Examination of agendas 
from organisation B committee meetings confirmed stakeholder concerns. One item on each 
agenda was allocated to ‘stakeholder issues’, and the time-frame allowed for discussion was 45 
minutes of a seven-hour meeting. In case B2, ‘stakeholder issues’ was the last agenda-item before 
the lunch-break; in case B3, ‘stakeholder issues’ was the last agenda-item in a seven-hour meeting, 
scheduled at 4.15.pm. Stakeholders expressed disappointment that only one or two managers 
remained in the room for this agenda topic.  
Stakeholders believed some senior managers attempted to intimidate stakeholders during 
committee meetings, suggesting some managers used their seniority within the company as a 
source of power against stakeholders to prevent two-way dialogue. Statements by managers 
concurred with stakeholder perceptions that a number of presentations were not intended to 
facilitate two-way dialogue. Managers explained ‘commercial in confidence’ rules justified a lack 
of discussion and disclosure on some issues during committee meetings. One manager explained 
that symmetrical communication during committee meetings was not a priority, stating his role 
was to deliver information, not listen to stakeholders (Appendix 6.1.).  
6.2.4.6. Free to raise any proposition  
Organisation B stakeholders and managers agreed there were opportunities to raise any 
proposition during meetings (S=8; M=7) (Table B.15.). The Community Relations Manager 
(CRM) described the agenda-setting process as an opportunity for stakeholders to propose any 
issues for inclusion. The committee’s consumer secretariat concurred with the CRM’s statement. 
There were no examples provided by either cohort to indicate the ability of stakeholders and 
managers to raise any proposition during meetings was violated (Table B.15.).  
6.2.4.7. Full and equal treatment of propositions raised 
Managers were more optimistic than stakeholders that propositions were treated to the 
satisfaction of participants during committee meetings (S=9; M=21) (Table B.15.). Stakeholders 
provided examples of specific issues satisfactorily addressed during committee meetings. Manager 
self-reports indicated stakeholders were provided with time to express their views during 
committee meetings “to ensure that everybody's views were made” (B1.M1). Organisation B 
managers believed full answers were given to questions raised, and in a manner that was 
understood by stakeholders. Managers expressed confidence that action would be taken on issues 
raised during committee meetings (Appendix 6.1.).   
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Full and equal treatment of propositions raised violated  
Consistent with these results, stakeholders provided more examples than managers to indicate 
some propositions were not treated to the satisfaction of participants during committee meetings 
(S=24; M=17). Stakeholders expressed frustration that organisation B made decisions on many 
issues before presenting the issue to the committee. Stakeholders expressed concern at 
organisation B’s perceived lack of action on issues raised by stakeholders. Stakeholders provided 
examples of one issue, raised repeatedly at consecutive meetings, yet each time the issue was 
raised, the answer provided was not considered by stakeholders to be satisfactory. Managers 
recognised unresolved differences of opinion on some issues existed between the organisation 
and stakeholders and were aware the organisation had not satisfactorily addressed one 
stakeholder issue in past meetings. There was no indication, from stakeholders or managers, to 
suggest any action would be taken to address unresolved issues before the next meeting. 
Managers revealed a lack of knowledge as regards the existence of formal interim-reporting 
procedures that would ensure stakeholders received a response to queries raised (Appendix 6.1.). 
Organisation B stakeholders managers Organisation B stakeholders managers 
symmetrical 
opportunities for 
communication  
26 26 symmetrical opportunities for 
communication violated 
20 5 
free to raise any 
proposition 
8 7 free to raise any proposition 
violated 
0 0 
full and equal 
treatment of 
propositions 
raised  
9 21 full and equal treatment of 
propositions raised violated 
24 18 
TOTAL 43 54 TOTAL 44 23 
Table B.15. Organisation B: Speech conditions fulfilled Speech conditions violated 
6.2.5. Listening effectiveness and Participatory communication  
When organisation B data was examined through the prism of listening competency, there was 
indication of agreement between stakeholder and manager expectations of an effective listening 
organisation. Stakeholders and managers most frequently described behavioural characteristics when 
describing attributes associated with an effective listening organisation (Table B.3.).  
There was less agreement when stakeholder expectations of organisation B’s listening 
effectiveness were compared with managers’ understanding of stakeholder expectations. 
Stakeholders primarily expected to see behavioural characteristics, whereas managers understood 
stakeholders primarily expected to see affective characteristics (Table B.5..). Further comparison of 
organisation B stakeholder expectations and managers’ understanding of stakeholder expectations 
is presented in Table B.6. Results suggested some congruency between managers’ understanding 
of stakeholder expectations and stakeholder expectations. Managers cited three qualities 
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associated with effective organisation listening that stakeholders primarily expected during 
meetings: willing to listen, respond appropriately and understand/comprehend (Table B.6.). 
During committee meetings, organisation B managers self-perceived significantly more effective 
than NON-effective organisation listening attributes demonstrated (effective=193; NON-
effective=75). Stakeholders perceived managers to exhibit an equal numbers of effective and 
NON-effective listening attributes during meetings (Table B.7. & B.9.). Both cohorts were in 
agreement that characteristics associated with effective organisation listening perceived were most 
frequently behavioural in nature (Table B.7.).  
Stakeholders and managers identified the following qualities as primarily indicating the 
organisation listened effectively during meetings: 
• appropriate organisation procedures;  
• respond appropriately; 
• ask/answer questions; 
• appropriate body language. 
Organisation B stakeholders perceived significantly more attributes associated with NON-
effective organisation listening during the committee meeting than managers self-perceived 
(S=155; M=75) (Table B.9.). Stakeholders most frequently described NON-effective organisation 
listening evident in behavioural terms, whilst managers’ most frequently self-reported cognitive 
characteristics demonstrated during committee meetings (Table A.9.) 
Stakeholders and managers identified the following qualities as primarily indicating organisation B 
did NOT listen effectively during meetings: 
• NOT appropriate organisation procedures; 
• NOT open-minded. 
Results suggested discrepancies between manager self-perceptions of their listening effectiveness 
and stakeholder observations. Results suggested organisation B managers were over-confident in 
their own listening effectiveness. Consistent with this result, eight of nine managers believed 
stakeholder expectations were met during meetings. Half the number of stakeholders interviewed 
did not concur with this view (Table B.12.). Organisation B managers did not have an accurate 
understanding of communication sources that may have raised or, conversely, lowered, 
stakeholder expectations (Table B.13.). 
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Collated data from cases B1, B2 and B3 was re-examined within the framework of participatory 
communication, to evaluate the extent of organisation B’s adherence to Habermas’s norms of 
communicative action (Jacobson, 2007a, 2007b).  
Low congruency was evident between stakeholder and manager views as to whether three validity 
claims were met, or challenged, during committee meetings (Table B.14.). Managers were more 
optimistic than stakeholders that organisation B had ‘knowledge’ of stakeholder issues and 
behaved ‘appropriately’ during committee meetings, given its legal mandate and responsibilities. 
In addition, managers were more optimistic than stakeholders that organisation B ‘understood’ 
what stakeholders were trying to tell them and that stakeholders understood what the 
organisation was trying to tell them, during committee meetings.  
Consistent with these results, stakeholders perceived significantly more examples than managers 
of inappropriate behaviour by organisation B, given its legal mandate and responsibilities. 
Stakeholders perceived more examples than managers self-reported, to indicate organisation B 
was insincere in attempts to address stakeholder concerns. Managers self-reported significantly 
more examples than stakeholders perceived, to indicate organisation B lacked knowledge 
concerning stakeholder groups represented on the committee (Table B.14.).  
Organisation B stakeholders stated they preferred to consult with managers who had built and 
maintained long-term relationships with the committee. Stakeholders expressed frustration that 
most managers attended committee meetings once and were never seen by committee members 
again. Managers who attended committee meetings once did not have any relationship with 
committee members and were unfamiliar with procedures or social norms associated with the 
committee, or with stakeholder issues. 
Consistent with this finding, stakeholders and managers provided a similar number of examples 
to suggest a lack of mutual understanding between the two cohorts. Stakeholders and managers 
indicated that, at times during committee meetings, participants did not understand the other 
party’s positions on issues raised. Both stakeholders and managers identified a lack of 
background briefing documents, and the membership structure of the committee, as barriers to 
mutual understanding between the two cohorts. Stakeholders suggested there were discrepancies 
between manager and stakeholder interpretations of the purpose of the committee. Manager 
statements concurred with stakeholder perceptions. The majority of participants from both 
cohorts seemed unfamiliar with the committee Charter or documents that provided guidelines for 
managers making presentations to the committee.  
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Congruency was evident between stakeholder and manager perceptions that organisation B was 
‘sincere’ in attempts to address stakeholder concerns (Table B.14.).  
There was evidence of congruency between organisation B stakeholder and manager perceptions 
that opportunities were provided for symmetrical communication between committee members, 
and that organisation procedures ensured participants were able to raise any proposition during 
committee meetings (Table B.15.).  
Although both cohorts were in agreement that organisation procedures provided opportunities 
for stakeholders to propose agenda items prior to committee meetings, stakeholders expressed 
frustration that agendas were dominated by organisation-led topics, and insufficient time was 
allocated to discussion of stakeholder issues. Agendas for organisation B committee meetings 
revealed one item in a 7 hour meeting was dedicated to stakeholder issues. In addition, the 
agenda-item was scheduled as the final item before lunch or before the conclusion of the 
meeting. The agenda item was allocated less than one hour in each meeting.  
Organisation B results indicated low levels of agreement, accuracy and congruency between 
stakeholder and manager perceptions of effective and NON-effective organisation listening 
evident during committee meetings. Consistent with these results, a low level of congruency was 
evident between stakeholder and manager perceptions of participatory and non-participatory 
communication practiced during committee meetings. 
6.2.6. Organisation B Recurring themes  
Conditions that influence organisation B stakeholder perceptions of organisational listening 
effectiveness are grouped into the following themes:  
• corporate culture; 
• comprehension; 
• sincerity;  
• power. 
A description of each theme follows.  
• Corporate culture 
Two qualities that organisation B stakeholders primarily expected from an organisation that 
listens effectively to its stakeholders were an appropriate corporate culture and an open-minded attitude 
(Table B.5.). Consistent with this finding, Organisation B stakeholders identified NOT an 
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appropriate corporate culture, and NOT open-minded as primary indicators that organisation B did not 
listen effectively during committee meetings. Concurrent with stakeholder perceptions, managers 
frequently self-reported examples of behaving in a manner that was NOT open-minded and NOT 
willing to change when describing examples of NON-effective organisation listening exhibited 
during committee meetings. 
• Comprehension 
Results suggested confusion amongst stakeholders and managers, as regards the purpose of the 
committee. Consistent with this finding, stakeholders and managers questioned the 
appropriateness of some topics discussed during the meeting. Evidence suggested organisation B 
committee members lacked familiarity with the committee Charter, and this contributed to 
confusion about the committee’s purpose and to the inclusion of inappropriate presentations and 
agenda-items. 
Stakeholders expressed frustration at the amount of information categorised by managers as 
‘commercial in confidence’. Stakeholders were unable to discuss ‘commercial in confidence’ 
information with their respective community groups, limiting the amount of feedback provided 
to the organisation on these issues. These results were consistent with earlier evidence to suggest 
managers and guest speakers were not familiar with the committee’s objectives, or the social and 
procedural ‘norms’ of the committee. Stakeholders expressed frustration at the number of 
managers and guest speakers attending committee meetings for the first time, noting that many 
managers had not built any relationships with committee members, and lacked understanding of 
the committee, stakeholder issues or community groups represented by stakeholders.  
• Sincerity 
Stakeholders expressed disappointment that some managers left committee meetings before the 
‘stakeholder issues’ agenda-item, suggesting this behaviour was further indication that managers  
had no relationship with committee members and lacked knowledge as regards the purpose of 
the committee. Stakeholders believed this behaviour indicated a lack of sincerity in attempts to 
address stakeholder issues. Stakeholders perceived organisation B’s continual reduction of 
resources to stakeholder-engagement as further indication of a corporate culture that was 
insincere in attempts to address stakeholder concerns. The CRM expressed concern at the lack of 
staff within his team, noting his work-load increased each time a staff member was taken from 
the stakeholder-engagement team. During the twelve month duration of this research project, 
management removed two staff members from the stakeholder-engagement team, reducing the 
team to one staff member, the CRM. 
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• Power  
Organisation B stakeholders perceived a power imbalance between the organisation and 
stakeholders. Stakeholders suggested organisation B had a corporate culture of arrogance towards 
its stakeholders. This view was reinforced by stakeholder perceptions that the agenda was 
dominated by organisation-led topics, and insufficient time was allocated to discussion of 
stakeholder issues. The procedure of scheduling the only agenda item that addressed stakeholder 
issues as the final item before lunch or the last item before conclusion of the meeting, suggests 
the organisation did not consider stakeholder issues as important as organisation issues. The fact 
that most managers left the meeting when this agenda-item was discussed was further indication 
of a power imbalance between stakeholder and organisation-led issues.  
Stakeholders believed some managers used their seniority within the organisation as a source of 
power to intimidate stakeholders, thus preventing two-way dialogue on some issues. Stakeholders 
expressed frustration at the number of times decisions were made by the organisation before an 
issue was presented to the committee, suggesting this practice contributed to perceptions of a 
power imbalance between the organisation and stakeholders, and a lack of sincerity by the 
organisation.   
6.3. Summary 
This chapter presented the first cross-case comparison conducted as part of the current study, an 
intra-organisation comparison. Data from organisation A’s three cases was collated to provide a 
whole-of-organisation perspective. The process was repeated with data from organisation B’s 
three cases. In addition, the intra-organisation comparison explored similarities and variations in 
results within the three cases from organisation A. This process was repeated with data from 
cases B1, B2 and B3. Chapter seven presents two further cross-case syntheses comprising an 
inter-organisation and a cross-cohort comparison. 
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CHAPTER SEVEN: CROSS-CASE SYNTHESES 
Chapters four and five presented within-case analyses for each individual case. Chapter six 
presented results from the first cross-case synthesis, an intra-organisation comparison. This 
chapter presents results from the remaining two cross-case syntheses conducted in this study: 
• inter-organisation comparison  
• cross-cohort comparison 
The inter-organisation comparison compared the whole-of-organisation results from organisation 
A with the whole-of-organisation results from organisation B. The third and final cross-case 
synthesis conducted was a cross-cohort comparison, to compare results between stakeholder and 
manager cohorts. Data analysis in the second and third cross-case syntheses involved three 
separate stages:  
• data was examined within the framework of constructs from listening competency 
literature; 
• data was re-examined within the framework of constructs from participatory 
communication literature; 
•  listening competency results were compared with participatory communication 
results.  
7.1. Inter-organisation comparison 
The chapter commences with presentation of results from the inter-organisation comparison. 
The purpose of this comparison was to enable an exploration of similarities and variations in data 
between the two organisations, and, if possible, draw cross-organisation conclusions about 
stakeholder expectations and perceptions within the context of organisation-stakeholder events.  
7.1.1. Expectations of organisation listening 
Data from organisation A and organisation B was compared within the framework of constructs 
from listening competency literature (Appendix 4.1.).  
7.1.1.1. Expectations of an effective listener 
Organisation A stakeholders provided ninety-seven accounts of attributes expected of an 
effective listener compared to one hundred and twenty-six accounts from organisation B 
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stakeholders. In both organisations, behavioural terms received the highest number of accounts 
from stakeholders (Table AB.1.).  
Organisation A managers provided one hundred and eleven accounts of attributes expected of an 
effective listener, compared to ninety-two accounts from organisation B managers (Table AB.1.). 
Behavioural terms received the highest number of accounts from organisation A managers, 
whereas cognitive accounts were most frequently described by organisation B managers (Table AB.1.).  
Organisation A Organisation B 
Attributes stakeholders managers stakeholders managers 
Affective 25 30 40 27 
Cognitive 33 30 28 34 
Behavioural 39 51 58 23 
TOTAL 97 111 126 92 
Table AB.1. Attributes associated with an effective listener expected 
 
Organisation A Organisation B 
Quality (QCL taxonomy extract) stakeholders managers stakeholders managers 
attentive x x x x 
open-minded x x x x 
understand/comprehend x x  x 
eye contact x x   
appropriate body language x x x  
interested x    
respond appropriately  x  x 
willing to listen   x  
supportive/empathy   x  
ask/answer questions    x 
Table AB.2. Qualities associated with an effective listener expected 
There was evidence of agreement between organisation A stakeholders and managers that 
interpersonal and interaction-based behaviours were most frequently associated with an effective 
listener (Table AB.2.).  
Less agreement was evident between organisation B stakeholder and manager descriptions of an 
effective listener (AB.2.).  All cohorts believed an effective listener would demonstrate attentiveness 
and open-mindedness, two interaction-based qualities.  
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7.1.1.2. Expectations of an effective listening organisation 
In both organisations, stakeholders and managers primarily (most frequently) described their 
expectations of an effective listening organisation in behavioural terms (Table AB.3.). 
Organisation A Organisation B 
Attributes stakeholders managers stakeholders managers 
Affective 33 34 45 34 
Cognitive 50 38 49 33 
Behavioural 69 65 51 40 
TOTAL 152 137 145 107 
Table AB.3. Attributes associated with an effective listening organisation expected 
Consistent with their description of an effective listener, organisation A stakeholders expected an 
effective organisation to demonstrate interpersonal and interaction-based behaviours if it was 
listening effectively. In contrast, organisation A managers associated behavioural and cognitive 
qualities with an effective listening organisation. Organisation A stakeholders and managers were 
in agreement that appropriate organisation procedures were expected from an effective listening 
organisation. Stakeholders and managers were in agreement that an organisation would take 
action on issues raised if it was listening effectively (Table AB.3).  
Organisation A Organisation B 
Quality (QCL taxonomy extract) stakeholders managers stakeholders managers 
take action x x  x 
respectful x   x 
open-minded x  x  
approachable x    
appropriate organisation procedures x x x x 
appropriate general procedures x x x x 
appropriate written procedures x  x  
appropriate venue & set-up  x   
supportive/empathy  x   
understand/comprehend  x x  
honesty  x   
willing to listen     
appropriate corporate culture   x x 
respond appropriately  x x  
ask/answer questions     
time    x 
Table AB.4. Qualities associated with an effective listening organisation expected 
Similar responses from organisation B stakeholders and managers indicated appropriate 
organisation procedures were expected from an effective listening organisation. Stakeholders and 
managers from organisation B expected an organisation that listened effectively to have an 
appropriate corporate culture, conducive to stakeholder engagement. Organisation A participants 
did not identify this quality (AB.4.).  
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7.1.1.3. Manager understanding of stakeholder expectations 
Discrepancies were evident when stakeholder expectations of their respective organisation were 
compared with managers’ understanding of stakeholder expectations (Table AB.5.) 
During their respective committee meetings, stakeholders most frequently expected their 
respective organisations to demonstrate behavioural characteristics as indications of effective 
organisation listening, whereas managers from both organisations believed stakeholders primarily 
expected their respective organisations to demonstrate affective characteristics to indicate effective 
organisation listening during committee meetings (Table AB.5).  
Organisation A Organisation B 
Attributes stakeholders managers stakeholders managers 
Affective 58 33 74 24 
Cognitive 83 28 71 23 
Behavioural 108 26 105 13 
Stakeholder 
listens 
 12   
TOTAL 249 99 250 60 
Table AB.5. Understanding of stakeholder expectations 
Results coded-on into qualities associated with a competent listening organisation (QCL 
taxonomy), revealed a lack of understanding of stakeholder expectations by managers from both 
organisations (Table AB.6.).   
Stakeholders from both organisations primarily expected their respective organisations to exhibit 
interpersonal, interaction-based behaviours and appropriate written and general procedures as 
indications of effective organisational listening (Table AB.6.). In contrast, managers from 
organisation A believed stakeholders primarily expected them to exhibit expertise and knowledge. 
Consistent with these findings, organisation A managers believed stakeholders primarily expected 
to listen to managers during committee meetings. 
Organisation B stakeholders and managers were in agreement that stakeholders expected the 
organisation to stakeholder concerns during meetings (Table AB.6.). A distinction between 
manager responses was organisation B managers' lack of understanding that stakeholders 
expected the organisation to demonstrate appropriate organisation procedures, as indication of 
effective organisational listening, during committee meetings (Table AB.6.). 
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Organisation A Organisation B 
Quality (QCL taxonomy extract) stakeholders managers stakeholders managers 
attentive x  x  
open-minded x  x  
understand/comprehend x  x x 
appropriate organisation procedures x  x  
appropriate written procedures x  x  
appropriate general procedures   x  
honesty  x   
ask/answer questions  x  x 
knowledgeable  x   
stakeholder listens  x   
willing to listen   x x 
respond appropriately   x x 
take action    x 
Table AB.6. Understanding of stakeholder expectations 
7.1.2. Perceptions of organisation listening 
Stakeholders and managers were prompted to describe examples of effective and NON-effective 
organisation listening perceived during committee meetings, to answer research question two: 
how do stakeholders assess organisational listening competency? A comparison of organisation A 
and organisation B answers follows.  
7.1.2.1. Perceptions of effective organisation listening  
Organisation A stakeholders perceived more examples of effective organisation listening during 
meetings than managers self-reported. In comparison, organisation B stakeholders perceived less 
accounts of effective organisation listening than managers self-reported (Table AB.7.).  
Organisation A Organisation B 
Attributes stakeholders managers stakeholders managers 
Affective 32 22 31 27 
Cognitive 116 83 51 57 
Behavioural 159 89 73 109 
TOTAL 307 194 155 193 
Table AB.7. Attributes associated with effective organisation listening perceived 
There was evidence of agreement between organisation A stakeholders and managers, with both 
cohorts primarily describing effective organisation listening characteristics perceived in 
behavioural terms (Table AB.7.).  
Consistent with this result, organisation B stakeholder and manager reports of effective 
organisation listening perceived during meetings were primarily described primarily in behavioural 
terms (Table AB.7.).  
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During the committee meeting, stakeholders and managers from both organisations were in 
agreement that effective organisation listening was most frequently demonstrated by examples of 
appropriate organisation procedures and managers abilities to respond appropriately during 
meetings. Managers’ willingness to ask and respond to questions emerged as a primary indicator 
of effective organisation listening (Table AB.8.). 
Organisation A stakeholders and managers perceived appropriate social procedures associated 
with committee meetings as indications of effective organisation listening. In comparison, 
organisation B stakeholders and managers did not include social procedures when describing 
examples of effective organisation listening observed during committee meetings (Table AB.8.). 
Participants from both organisations were in agreement that an appropriate venue and meeting 
set-up indicated effective organisation listening.  Organisation B managers were the only 
participants that did not identify appropriate written procedures as a primary indicator of 
effective organisation listening (Table AB.8.).  
Organisation A Organisation B 
Quality (QCL taxonomy extract) stakeholders managers stakeholders managers 
respond appropriately x x x x 
ask/answer questions x x x x 
appropriate body language x  x x 
address issues x    
appropriate staff involved x    
attentive x   x 
appropriate organisation procedures x x x x 
appropriate venue & set-up x x x x 
appropriate written procedures x x x  
appropriate social procedures x x   
appropriate general procedures  x  x 
take action  x   
eye contact  x  x 
open-minded   x  
approachable   x  
willing to listen    x 
Table AB.8. Qualities associated with effective organisation listening perceived 
Organisation B managers believed they demonstrated more interpersonal skills and interaction-
based behaviours to indicate effective organisation listening than stakeholders observed (Table 
AB.8.). In contrast, organisation A stakeholders perceived their managers to demonstrate more 
interpersonal skills and interaction-based behaviours than managers self-reported. These findings 
were consistent with earlier results suggesting organisation A managers were more critical of their 
listening ability than stakeholders observed, whereas organisation B managers were more 
confident of their listening ability than stakeholders perceived (Table AB.7.)  
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7.1.2.2. Perceptions of NON-effective organisation listening 
There was evidence of high levels of agreement between organisation A stakeholder and manager 
reports of NON-effective organisation listening perceived during committee meetings. Both 
cohorts primarily described characteristics in cognitive terms and both cohorts reported a similar 
number of accounts of NON-effective organisation listening perceived (Table AB.9.).  
Organisation A Organisation B 
Attributes stakeholders managers stakeholders managers 
Affective 2 3 25 16 
Cognitive 38 38 47 43 
Behavioural 7 8 83 16 
TOTAL 47 49 155 75 
Table AB.9. Attributes associated with NON-effective organisation listening perceived 
In contrast, organisation B stakeholders observed significantly more accounts of NON-effective 
organisation listening during committee meetings than managers’ self-reported (Table AB.9.). 
Organisation B stakeholders primarily described NON-effective organisation listening perceived 
in behavioural terms, whereas manager accounts were primarily described in cognitive terms (AB.9.). 
Stakeholders from both organisations identified inappropriate organisation procedures as 
qualities that most frequently indicated NON-effective organisation listening during their 
respective committee meetings (Table AB.10).  Organisation B managers agreed with their 
stakeholders that inappropriate organisation procedures indicated NON-effective organisation 
listening during committee meetings; in contrast, organisation A managers did were not in 
agreement with their stakeholders on this issue (Table AB.10.).  
Managers from both organisations acknowledged they lacked understanding of some issues 
discussed, describing these incidents as examples of NON-effective organisation listening 
(Table AB.10.). 
Organisation B stakeholders referred to a negative corporate culture when describing NON-
effective organisation listening observed. Lack of action by the organisation on issues raised was 
perceived by stakeholders to indicate organisation B did not listen effectively (Table AB.10.). 
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Organisation A Organisation B 
Quality (QCL taxonomy extract) stakeholders managers stakeholders managers
not run a meeting appropriately x x   
not appropriate organisation 
procedures  
x  x x 
not appropriate social procedures x  x  
not appropriate general procedures x  x x 
not appropriate venue & set-up x  x x 
not appropriate written procedures   x x 
not open-minded   x x 
not take action   x  
not appropriate corporate culture   x  
not attentive  x   
not understand/comprehend  x  x 
not willing to change    x 
Table AB.10. Qualities associated with NON-effective organisation listening perceived 
7.1.3. Discrepancies between expectations & perceptions 
Results from both organisations revealed discrepancies between manager self-perceptions and 
stakeholder observations of managers’ listening behaviour (Table AB.11.). Results suggested 
organisation A managers were under-confident and organisation B managers were over-confident 
in perceptions of their organisational listening effectiveness (Table AB.11).  
Organisation A Organisation B 
Rating stakeholders managers stakeholders managers 
very very effective    1 
very effective 4   1 
effective/v.effective 2    
effective  3 7 3 7 
average  3 6  
ineffective   1  
no response 1    
Table AB.11. “How do you rate managers as listeners?” 
Organisation A responses indicated moderate to high accuracy between manager and stakeholder 
estimates that stakeholder expectations were met during committee meetings (Table AB.12.). In 
comparison, organisation B managers did not accurately estimate whether stakeholder 
expectations were met during committee meetings (Table AB.12).  
Organisation A Organisation B 
Expectations  stakeholders managers stakeholders managers 
yes 8 10 5 9 
no 1  5 1 
no response 1    
Table AB.12. “Were stakeholder expectations met?” 
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Organisation A managers accurately identified seven of the nine most frequently cited 
communication sources that stakeholders believed influenced their expectations (Table AB.13.). 
In contrast, organisation B managers identified only one of the four most frequently cited 
communication sources that stakeholders believed influenced their expectations (Table AB.13.). 
Stakeholders from both organisations identified the relationship established between the 
organisation and stakeholder groups as a communication source that had influenced their 
expectations. Organisation A managers correctly identified organisation-stakeholder relationships 
as a basis of stakeholder expectations.  
Organisation A Organisation B 
Communication Source stakeholders managers stakeholders managers 
newspaper x x   
past experience x x x  
letters x x   
brochures x x   
advertisements x x   
relationship x x x  
phone calls x x   
calendar  x    
email x  x  
meeting minutes  x   
newsletter  x   
existence of meetings   x x 
agenda    x 
did not know    x 
Table AB.13. Basis of stakeholder expectations 
7.1.4. Participatory communication  
Organisation A and organisation B results were compared within the framework of constructs 
from participatory communication literature (Jacobson, 2007a, 2007b). Congruency between 
organisation A stakeholder and manager descriptions of conditions that indicate effective and 
NON-effective organisation listening were compared with congruency between organisation B 
stakeholders and managers descriptions of conditions that indicate effective and NON-effective 
organisation listening. A comparison of organisation A and organisation B levels of congruency is 
presented in Appendix 7.1. 
7.1.4.1. Knowledge 
In both organisations, managers self-reported more examples than stakeholders perceived to 
indicate the respective organisation was knowledgeable about, or showed interest in, stakeholder 
issues, during committee meetings (Tables A.14 and B.14). Congruency was evident between 
organisation A stakeholder and manager perceptions that a relationship had developed between 
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stakeholders and managers involved in the committee, enabling a level of knowledge and trust 
between the two cohorts (Appendix 7.1.).  
Challenge to knowledge 
In organisation A, case A3 stakeholders and managers expressed concern at the lack of 
community representation on case A3’s committee. In addition, case A3 stakeholders and 
managers remarked on a lack of community issues discussed during the committee meeting 
(Appendix 7.1.). Statements indicated organisation B managers were aware they did not have 
adequate background knowledge as regards stakeholder groups represented, or their concerns, 
prior to the committee meeting. Consistent with these results, organisation B stakeholders 
described managers as professional and knowledgeable about their individual areas of 
responsibility, but believed managers lacked an acceptable level of understanding about the 
identity of community groups represented on the committee. In addition, both organisation B 
cohorts described instances when information was withheld from stakeholders because of 
confidentiality issues, indicating agreement between organisation B stakeholders and managers 
that a lack of trust existed between the two cohorts (Appendix 7.1.). 
Organisation B stakeholders and managers were in agreement that managers who attended the 
committee once did not have time to establish a relationship with committee members and were 
not familiar with the purpose of the committee or committee guidelines and protocols. 
Consistent with this perception, organisation B managers expressed different interpretations of 
the role of the committee and their individual roles within the committee.  
7.1.4.2. Appropriate  
An appropriate venue for meetings and an appropriate set-up within the meeting room were 
considered indicators of organisation listening effectiveness by stakeholders and managers from 
both organisations (Appendix 7.1.). Organisation A stakeholders and managers considered the 
organisation used appropriate social procedures during committee meetings. Both organisation A 
cohorts perceived committee meetings to be appropriately structured (Appendix 7.1.). 
Challenge to appropriate 
Organisation A stakeholders and managers perceived a similar number of examples of 
inappropriate behaviour demonstrated by managers during committee meetings (Table A.14.). In 
comparison, organisation B stakeholders observed more examples of inappropriate behaviour 
than managers self-reported (Table B.14.). Organisation B stakeholders and managers were in 
agreement that inappropriate venue selection and set-up of meetings, and a lack of background 
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briefing material contributed to perceptions the organisation did not listen effectively during 
meetings (Appendix 7.1.). In cases A2 and A3, stakeholders and managers identified problems 
with venue selection and set-up. A lack of name tags and introductions were considered 
inappropriate actions by the organisation, and provided as examples of NON-effective 
organisation listening by both organisation A cohorts (Appendix 7.1.). 
7.1.4.3. Sincerity 
Congruency was evident between stakeholders and managers from both organisations when 
describing conditions that indicated the organisation was sincere in attempts to address 
stakeholder concerns during committee meetings (Appendix 7.1.). Congruency was evident 
between organisation A stakeholders and managers that allocation of resources, meeting 
structure, appropriate written and appropriate social procedures during committee meetings, were 
perceived as indicators of effective organisation listening (Appendix 7.1.). Both cohorts believed 
organisation A took action on issues raised, provided open and transparent information, and was 
honest and trustworthy (Appendix 7.1.). Organisation B stakeholders and managers were in 
agreement the Consumer Relations Manager was sincere in attempts to address stakeholder 
concerns, and both organisation B cohorts perceived managers who responded to questions with 
direct answers, as sincere in their attempts to address stakeholder concerns (Appendix 7.1.). 
Challenge to sincerity 
Organisation B stakeholders provided more examples of challenges to sincerity than organisation 
B managers self-perceived during committee meetings (B.14.). There was no evidence of 
congruency between organisation B stakeholders and managers when describing conditions that 
indicated the organisation was insincere in attempts to address stakeholder concerns (Appendix 
7.1.). In contrast, organisation A stakeholders and managers provided an equally small number of 
examples to indicate perceptions the organisation lacked sincerity during committee meetings. 
Congruency was evident between organisation A cohorts in their recognition that stakeholders 
possessed some scepticism as regards organisation A’s sincerity in attempts to address all 
stakeholder concerns (Appendix 7.1.). 
7.1.4.4. Comprehension 
There was congruency between Organisation A stakeholder and manager perceptions that mutual 
understanding was reached on issues raised during committee meetings. In comparison, 
organisation B managers were more optimistic than stakeholders that mutual understanding was 
evident during committee meetings. Organisation A stakeholders and managers described written 
procedures associated with the committee meeting and guest speakers who used lay-language to 
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describe complex technical information, as conditions that enhanced mutual understanding 
during committee meetings. Both organisation A cohorts indicated the establishment of long-
term relationships between stakeholders and the organisation enhanced mutual understanding 
(Appendix 7.1.). Both organisation B cohorts agreed that stakeholders understood there were 
limitations on organisation B’s ability to meet stakeholder concerns (Appendix 7.1.).  
Challenge to comprehension 
Consistent with earlier results that indicated  written procedures were perceived to enhance 
mutual understanding between participants, cohorts from both organisations believed 
inappropriate written procedures were a barrier to the achievement of mutual understanding 
(Appendix 7.1.). Congruency was evident between stakeholder and manager views that additional 
information was required on organisation A’s website (Appendix 7.1.). Organisation B 
stakeholders provided more examples than managers self-reported to indicate challenges to 
comprehension during committee meetings (Table B.14.). Both organisation B cohorts were in 
agreement their understanding of committee guidelines and protocols was limited. Both 
organisation B cohorts identified a lack of background briefing material and a lack of procedures 
associated with meeting preparation, as conditions that detracted from mutual understanding 
between participants (Appendix 7.1.).  
7.1.4.5. Symmetrical opportunities for communication 
Congruency between stakeholders and managers from both organisations was evident in 
observations that examples of symmetrical communication occurred during committee meetings 
(Appendix 7.1.). Examples from all cohorts included perceptions that guest speakers who 
encouraged questions and facilitated lively discussion during presentations provided 
opportunities for symmetrical communication. Congruency between stakeholders and managers 
from both organisations was evident when describing social procedures that encouraged 
symmetrical communication. Examples included managers and guest speakers who addressed 
stakeholders by name, and opportunities provided for informal communication between 
stakeholders and managers during meal–breaks (Appendix 7.1.). Organisation A stakeholders and 
managers perceived an equal distribution of agenda items between stakeholder and organisation 
issues provided opportunities for symmetrical communication.  
Symmetrical opportunities for communication violated 
Organisation A stakeholders and managers provided few examples to indicate asymmetrical 
communication occurred during committee meetings (Table A.15.). In contrast, a lack of 
congruence was evident between organisation B stakeholder and manager perceptions as regards 
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the frequency of asymmetrical communication during committee meetings; stakeholders 
perceived more examples than managers’ self-reported (Table B.15.).  
Consistent with earlier results indicating lively discussion between participants was perceived as 
an indicator of symmetrical communication, organisation A stakeholders and managers described 
instances when lively discussion was not evident as an indicator of asymmetrical communication 
between participants during committee meetings (Appendix 7.1.). Organisation B stakeholders 
and managers were in agreement that the role of guest speakers was to deliver information, rather 
than listen to stakeholders. Frequent use of ‘commercial-in-confidence’ as justification for 
withholding information from stakeholders, was perceived by both organisation B cohorts as a 
barrier to symmetrical communication (Appendix 7.1.). Organisation B stakeholders believed 
meeting agendas were dominated by organisation-led topics and this prevented stakeholders from 
engaging in genuine, two-way dialogue with managers. Organisation B stakeholders referred to a 
perceived power–imbalance between stakeholders and managers during committee meetings, 
describing instances when managers behaved in a manner that intimidated stakeholders. 
7.1.4.6. Free to raise any proposition 
Stakeholders and managers from both organisations described the existence of organisational 
procedures to ensure both stakeholders and managers could propose agenda-topics prior to 
committee meetings. Organisation A cohorts perceived the relationship established between 
stakeholders and managers enhanced participants willingness to introduce new topics during 
committee meetings (Appendix 7.1.). Organisation B’s generosity in providing resources for 
stakeholders to attend a half-day stakeholder workshop prior to the meeting, was recognised by 
stakeholders and managers as an opportunity for new issues to be introduced at committee 
meetings (Appendix 7.1.).  
7.1.4.7. Full and equal treatment of propositions 
Congruency was evident between organisation A cohorts when describing examples to indicate 
propositions were treated to the satisfaction of participants during committee meetings. In 
comparison, organisation B managers were more confident than stakeholders, that issues were 
treated to the satisfaction of participants (Appendix 7.1.). All cohorts provided examples of 
managers asking or answering questions as an indication that propositions were treated fully. 
Organisation A stakeholders and managers were in agreement that interim-reports and evidence 
that the organisation had taken action on issues raised, were indications that propositions were 
treated satisfactorily (Appendix 7.1.). Organisation B stakeholders and managers agreed that 
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informal opportunities for conversation between meal-breaks enhanced opportunities for issues 
to be treated to the satisfaction of participants (Appendix 7.1.).  
Full and equal treatment of propositions violated 
Consistent with earlier results, congruency was evident between organisation A cohorts that one 
issue raised at committee meetings was not treated to the satisfaction of stakeholders (Appendix 
7.1.). Both organisation B cohorts agreed that some questions were not answered to the 
satisfaction of stakeholders, and both organisation B cohorts perceived a lack of interim-reports 
contributed to stakeholder perceptions the organisation did not take actions on issues raised 
(Appendix 7.1.). 
7.1.5. Listening effectiveness and Participatory communication  
When data was examined through the prism of listening competency, stakeholders and managers 
from both organisation A and B were in agreement the attributes an effective listening 
organisation was expected to demonstrate were primarily behavioural (Table AB.3). The quality 
most frequently cited by organisation A and B participants that indicated an organisation listened 
effectively to its stakeholders was:  
• appropriate organisation procedures 
Congruency was evident between organisation A and B participant expectations that an effective 
listening organisation would exhibit the following appropriate general procedures: 
• The organisation would provide a wide range of communication sources for 
people to communicate with the organisation; 
• Regular contact would be established between stakeholders and the organisation, 
not just at times convenient to the organisation, but also at times convenient to 
stakeholders;   
• Stakeholder-organisation meetings would have a clear purpose. The first task of the 
meeting would be to reach mutual understanding as regards outcomes expected.  
When data from both organisations was compared, results suggested managers’ understanding of 
attributes stakeholders expected the organisation to exhibit during committee meetings, was not 
closely correlated with stakeholder expectations (Table AB.5.). During their respective committee 
meetings, organisation A stakeholders expected the organisation to demonstrate primarily 
behavioural characteristics to indicate effective organisation listening; whereas managers believed 
stakeholders primarily expected organisation A to exhibit affective characteristics (AB.5.).  
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A similar result was evident from organisation B data. During meetings, stakeholders primarily 
expected to see behavioural characteristics, whereas managers understood stakeholders primarily 
expected organisation B to demonstrate affective characteristics (Table AB.5.). 
During committee meetings, stakeholders and managers from both organisation A and B were in 
agreement that characteristics associated with effective organisation listening most frequently 
perceived were behavioural in nature (Table AB.7.). 
A comparison of qualities associated with effective organisation listening perceived revealed 
congruency between organisation A and B participants that the following qualities were most 
frequently perceived as indications both organisations listened effectively during meetings: 
• respond appropriately; 
• ask/answer questions; 
• appropriate organisation procedures. 
Organisation A and B participants agreed appropriate venue and set-up was the sub-division of 
organisation procedures most frequently reported (Table AB.8.). 
A comparison of qualities associated with NON-effective organisation listening revealed 
congruency between organisation A and B participants that the following quality was most 
frequently perceived as indication both organisations did NOT listen effectively during 
committee meetings: 
• NOT appropriate organisation procedures 
NOT appropriate venue and set-up, NOT appropriate written procedures and NOT appropriate general 
procedures were organisation procedures most frequently perceived (Table AB.10.). 
Organisation A perceptions of organisational listening were compared with organisation B 
perceptions, within the framework of constructs from participatory communication literature 
(Table 2.6.2.). Results were examined for evidence of agreement between the two organisations 
of conditions that contributed to effective or NON-effective organisation listening.  
Organisation A and B participants were in agreement that a long-term relationship established 
between stakeholders and managers contributed to perceptions that the organisation listened 
effectively. Congruency was evident between organisation A stakeholder and manager 
perceptions that a relationship had developed between stakeholders and managers involved in the 
committee, enabling a level of knowledge and trust between the two cohorts. Organisation A 
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stakeholders and managers frequently used the terms ‘rapport’, ‘honesty’, ‘professional’ and 
‘transparent communication’, to describe the relationship established between stakeholders and 
organisation A.  
In contrast, there was no evidence of trust between organisation B stakeholders and the 
managers in attendance at their respective committee meetings. The one manager who had 
established a long-term relationship with committee members was organisation B’s Community 
Relations Manager (CRM). Organisation B stakeholders and managers were in agreement the 
CRM was sincere in attempts to address stakeholder concerns, and both cohorts expressed a high 
level of trust and respect for the CRM. Organisation B stakeholders suggested they preferred to 
consult with managers who demonstrated prior knowledge of the committee. Consistent with 
this result, two stakeholders described contacting the CRM directly to address issues, as opposed 
to using the committee process.  
Participants from both organisations perceived managers involved with the committee on a 
regular basis as sincere in their attempts to address stakeholder concerns, and were perceived to 
be familiar with the purpose and values of the committee.  
Managers who attended committee meetings regularly were perceived to be familiar with the 
social norms of committees, thus more likely to demonstrate appropriate behaviour during 
meetings.  
Organisation B managers and stakeholders had conflicting opinions on the role of the committee, 
but were in agreement that the role of guest speakers was to deliver information, rather than 
listen to stakeholders. In comparison, stakeholders and managers from case A1 and case A2 
demonstrated clarity as regards the purpose of their respective committees and the importance of 
eliciting feedback from stakeholders on issues raised during meetings.  
Stakeholders from both organisations suggested a long-term relationship established between the 
organisation and stakeholders facilitated two-way, symmetrical dialogue. Stakeholders perceived 
managers who socialised with stakeholders during meal breaks, and who addressed stakeholders 
by name during meetings as sincere and genuine in their efforts to engage in two-way dialogue 
and gain knowledge about issues of concern to stakeholders.  
Results indicated agreement between organisation A and B participants that appropriate venue 
selection, set-up of the room, and the meeting structure, influenced perceptions as to whether the 
organisation behaved in an appropriate manner, given its legal mandate and responsibilities.  
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Organisation A and B participants were in agreement that written procedures describing 
committee guidelines and protocols contributed to mutual understanding between participants 
and enhanced effective organisation listening during committee meetings. Stakeholders and 
managers identified the timely distribution of background briefing documents and the existence 
of formal planning and coordination procedures associated with committee meetings as 
conditions that enhanced effective organisation listening (Appendix 7.1.). Consistent with these 
results, participants from both organisations indicated a deficiency in written procedures impeded 
mutual understanding between stakeholders and the organisation (Appendix 7.1.). 
Organisation A and B participants believed an atmosphere that encouraged participants to ask 
questions and contribute to lively discussions enhanced symmetrical communication during 
committee meetings. Managers who placed equal emphasis on ‘listening’ as well as ‘speaking’ 
during their presentations, by balancing information-delivery and receiving feedback from the 
committee, were perceived to provide an atmosphere conducive to symmetrical communication 
(Appendix 7.1.). 
Organisation A and B participants were in agreement that organisation procedures to ensure 
stakeholders could contribute agenda-topics prior to a committee meeting, enhanced perceptions 
that participants were free to introduce new items to committee meetings (Appendix 7.1.).  
Stakeholders and managers from case A1 and case A2 described the procedure used to ensure 
agendas included items of concern to the local community. Organisation B stakeholders and 
managers were in agreement that stakeholders were encouraged to propose agenda-topics prior 
to committee meetings. However, organisation B stakeholders expressed frustration that 
committee meetings were dominated by organisation-led topics, and insufficient time was 
allocated to discussion of stakeholder issues. Examination of agendas from organisation B 
committee meetings confirmed stakeholder concerns. One item on each agenda was allocated to 
stakeholder issues, and the time-frame allowed for discussion was less than one hour in a seven-
hour meeting. In case B3, ‘stakeholder issues’ was the last agenda-item in a seven-hour meeting, 
scheduled at 4.15.pm. Stakeholders expressed disappointment that only one or two managers 
remained in the room for this discussion.  
Organisation A and B participants were in agreement that procedures used by managers to 
respond to issues raised influenced perceptions as to whether issues were treated to the 
satisfaction of all participants. Appropriate procedures included direct answers to questions raised 
during meetings, accurate minute-taking and interim-reporting procedures that provided 
committee members with status-reports on actions agreed upon during meetings. 
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7.2. Cross-cohort comparison 
The second section of this Chapter presents results from the final cross-case synthesis, a cross-
cohort comparison between stakeholder and manager cohorts. Data from the six stakeholder 
cohorts was collated and compared with collated results from the six manager cohorts. The 
cross-cohort comparison explored variations and similarities between stakeholder and manager 
cohorts’ expectations and perceptions of organisational listening within the context of 
organisation-stakeholder events.  
7.2.1. Expectations of organisation listening 
Data was examined within the framework of constructs from listening competency literature. 
(Appendix 4.1.).  
7.2.1.1. Expectations of an effective listener 
Stakeholders provided two hundred and twenty-three accounts of attributes expected of an 
effective listener. Managers provided one hundred and ninety-five accounts of attributes expected 
of an effective listener. Behavioural terms received the highest number of accounts from 
stakeholders and managers (Table SM.1.).  
stakeholders managers 
Affective 65 57 
Cognitive 61 64 
Behavioural 97 74 
TOTAL 223 203 
Table SM.1. Attributes associated with an effective listener expected 
Stakeholders and managers were in agreement that qualities associated with an effective listener 
were primarily interpersonal skills and interaction-based, verbal and non-verbal behaviours 
(Table SM.2.). 
Quality (QCL taxonomy extract) stakeholders managers 
attentive x x 
open-minded x x 
appropriate body language x x 
understand/comprehend x x 
interested x  
willing to listen x  
eye contact x  
respond appropriately  x 
ask/answer questions  x 
Table SM.2. Qualities associated with an effective listener expected 
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7.2.1.2. Expectations of effective organisation listening 
Stakeholders provided two hundred and ninety-seven accounts of attributes associated with an 
effective listening organisation. Managers provided two hundred and forty-four accounts of 
attributes associated with an effective listening organisation. Stakeholders and managers primarily 
(most frequently) described an effective listening organisation in behavioural terms (Table SM.3.). 
stakeholders managers 
Affective 78 68 
Cognitive 99 71 
Behavioural 105 105 
TOTAL 282 244 
Table SM.3. Attributes associated with an effective listening organisation expected 
Stakeholders continued to associate interpersonal and interaction-based behaviours with an 
effective listening organisation, whereas managers primarily associated an organisation’s ability to 
take action on issues and the presence of a corporate culture conductive to stakeholder 
engagement, with effective organisation listening (Table SM.4.).  
Stakeholders and managers were in agreement that appropriate organisation procedures were 
expected from an organisation that listened effectively (Table SM.4.).  
Quality (QCL taxonomy extract) stakeholders managers 
respond appropriately x x 
open-minded x  
approachable x  
take action x x 
address all issues x  
appropriate organisation procedures x x 
appropriate general procedures x x 
appropriate written procedures x  
appropriate corporate culture  x 
understand/comprehend   
Table SM.4. Qualities associated with an effective listening organisation expected 
7.2.1.3. Manager understanding of stakeholder expectations 
During their respective committee meetings, stakeholders primarily expected their respective 
organisations to demonstrate behavioural characteristics as indications of effective organisation 
listening (Table SM.5.). 
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stakeholders managers 
Affective 132 57 
Cognitive 154 51 
Behavioural 213 39 
Stakeholder listens  12 
TOTAL 499 159 
Table SM.5. Understanding of stakeholder expectations 
In contrast, managers believed stakeholders primarily expected their respective organisations to 
demonstrate affective characteristics as indications of effective organisation listening (Table SM.5).  
Quality (QCL taxonomy extract) stakeholders managers 
willing to listen x x 
respond appropriately x x 
open-minded x  
attentive x  
understand/comprehend x  
appropriate organisation procedures x  
appropriate written procedures x  
appropriate general procedures x  
ask/answer questions  x 
stakeholder listens  x 
knowledgeable  x 
honesty  x 
Table SM.6. Understanding of stakeholder expectations 
During committee meetings, stakeholders primarily expected their respective organisations to 
exhibit interaction-based behaviours and show evidence of appropriate organisation procedures 
associated with the committee meeting, to indicate effective organisation listening. In contrast, 
managers believed stakeholders expected them to exhibit expertise, knowledge and to provide 
information to the stakeholders. Managers believed the stakeholders, rather than the managers, 
were ‘the listener’ at committee meetings (Table SM.6.).  
7.2.2. Perceptions of organisation listening 
Stakeholders and managers were prompted to describe examples of effective and NON-effective 
organisation listening perceived during the meeting.  
7.2.2.1. Perceptions of effective organisation listening  
Stakeholders perceived four hundred and sixty-two accounts of effective organisation listening 
during meetings. Managers self-reported three hundred and eighty seven accounts of effective 
organisation listening demonstrated during their respective committee meetings. Stakeholders 
and managers were in agreement that effective organisation listening was primarily evident in 
behavioural attributes (Table SM.7.). 
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stakeholders managers 
Affective 63 49 
Cognitive 167 140 
Behavioural 232 198 
TOTAL 462 387 
Table SM.7. Attributes associated with effective organisation listening perceived 
During the committee meeting, stakeholders and managers were in agreement that effective 
organisation listening was most frequently demonstrated by examples of appropriate organisation 
procedures and managers abilities to respond appropriately during meetings. In the opinions of 
stakeholders and managers, managers’ willingness to ask and respond to questions was primary 
indicator of effective organisation listening (Table SM.8.). 
Stakeholders and managers perceived appropriate social procedures associated with committee 
meetings as indications of effective organisation listening. Stakeholders and managers were in 
agreement that the venue selected and the set-up of the meeting indicated effective listening 
occurred.  Managers did not recognise that stakeholders evaluated written procedures associated 
with meetings, the appropriateness of staff in attendance, and whether meetings were run 
appropriately, when evaluating organisation listening effectiveness (Table SM.8.). 
Quality (QCL taxonomy extract) stakeholders managers 
ask/answer questions x x 
respond appropriately x x 
run a meeting appropriately x  
appropriate staff involved x  
appropriate body language x  
appropriate organisation procedures x x 
appropriate social procedures x x 
appropriate venue & set-up x x 
appropriate general procedures  x 
appropriate written procedures x  
respectful  x 
Table SM.8. Qualities associated with effective organisation listening perceived 
7.2.2.3. Perceptions of NON-effective organisation listening 
Stakeholders reported two hundred and two accounts of NON-effective organisation listening 
perceived during committee meetings. Managers self-reported one hundred and twenty-four 
accounts of NON-effective organisation listening. Differences in stakeholder and manager 
perceptions of NON-effective organisation listening were evident. Stakeholders primarily 
described examples in behavioural terms whereas managers primarily self-reported examples of 
NON-effective organisation listening in cognitive attributes (Table SM.9.).  
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stakeholders managers 
Affective 27 19 
Cognitive 85 81 
Behavioural 90 24 
TOTAL 202 114 
Table SM.9. Attributes associated with NON-effective organisation listening perceived 
Stakeholder and manager observations of NON-effective organisation listening focused on 
inappropriate organisation procedures associated with committee meetings. Two additional 
qualities that stakeholders perceived as indications of NON-effective organisation listening were 
a lack of open-mindedness and evidence the organisation did not take action on issues raised by 
stakeholders. These qualities were not identified by managers (Table SM.10.). 
Quality (QCL taxonomy extract) stakeholders managers 
not take action x  
not open-minded x  
not appropriate organisation procedures x x 
not appropriate venue & set-up x x 
not appropriate written procedures x x 
not appropriate social procedures x  
not appropriate general procedures x x 
not understand/comprehend  x 
Table SM.10. Qualities associated with NON-effective organisation listening perceived 
7.2.3. Discrepancies between expectations & perceptions 
Results suggested discrepancies between manager self-perceptions and stakeholder observations 
of managers’ listening behaviour. Manager self-perceptions of their listening effectiveness ranged 
from over-confident to under-confident in comparison to stakeholder perceptions (Table SM.11.).  
Rating stakeholders managers 
very very effective  1 
very effective 4 1 
effective/v.effective 2  
effective 6 14 
average 6 3 
ineffective 1  
no response 1  
Table SM.11. “How do you rate managers as listeners?” 
Interview responses indicated stakeholder listening expectations were not entirely met by either 
organisation. Manager responses indicated neither organisation accurately estimated whether 
stakeholder listening expectations were met during their respective committee meetings (Table SM.12).   
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Expectations  stakeholders managers 
yes 13 19 
no 6 1 
no response 1  
Table SM.12. “Were stakeholder expectations met?” 
Stakeholders most frequently identified the following communication sources that may have influenced 
their expectations: written procedures associated with committee meetings, past experience with the 
organisation, the relationship between stakeholders and the organisation, including corporate 
sponsorship within the community, brochures, advertisements and annual documents (Table SM.13.). 
Communication Source stakeholders managers 
written procedures  x x 
background briefing documents x  
email x  
meeting minutes x x 
interim-reports x x 
surveys & interviews x x 
protocols & guidelines x x 
agenda x x 
newsletter  x 
feedback sheets   
letters   
past experience with organisation x x 
relationship & sponsorship x x 
brochures x  
advertisements x  
annual documents x  
did not know  x 
Table SM.13. Basis of stakeholder expectations 
Managers demonstrated some accuracy in their understanding of communication sources that 
may have raised or, conversely, lowered stakeholder expectations. Managers from both 
organisations identified: written procedures associated with committee meetings and past experience 
with the organisation. Organisation A managers identified the relationship between stakeholders 
and the organisation, including corporate sponsorship within the community as communication 
sources that may have influenced stakeholder expectations (Table SM.13.).  
7.2.4. Participatory communication  
Stakeholder perceptions of organisation listening practices evident during the six case-studies 
were collated and re-examined within the framework of constructs from participatory 
communication literature (Table 2.6.2.). A summary of stakeholder and manager results is 
presented in Appendix 7.2. 
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7.2.4.1. Knowledge 
In the opinions of stakeholders, managers who provided honest answers, were knowledgeable in 
their individual areas of expertise and behaved in a professional, objective manner during 
discussions, were perceived to exhibit effective organisation listening. Guest speakers who 
attended committee meetings regularly were considered more knowledgeable about stakeholder 
concerns, than one-off guest speakers (Appendix 7.2.). Consistent with this result, managers 
described relationships established with individual stakeholders, and their ability to accurately 
record minutes during meetings when self-reporting examples of effective organisation listening 
demonstrated during committee meetings (Appendix 7.2.).  
Challenge to knowledge 
Eighteen examples indicated stakeholders perceived ‘challenges to the organisation’s knowledge’ 
of opportunities or threats of concern to stakeholders. There were no examples evident in 
stakeholder interviews from case studies A1 and A2. Stakeholders associated manager’s who 
lacked expertise in their area of responsibility, or lacked knowledge of stakeholder issues with 
NON-effective organisation listening. Managers who did not address stakeholders by name, or 
demonstrated a lack of knowledge as regards community groups represented, were perceived as 
NON-effective organisation listeners. Managers who responded to questions with ‘the corporate 
line’ were not perceived to be listening effectively (Appendix 7.2.).  
Managers in cases A3, B1, B2 and B3 acknowledged their lack of knowledge as regards 
stakeholder concerns. In the opinions of organisation B managers, a contributing factor to their 
lack of knowledge was a lack of written procedures associated with committee meetings. Case A3 
managers identified a lack of community representatives on the committee as a condition that 
contributed to their lack of knowledge as regards stakeholder concerns (Appendix 7.2.). 
 stakeholders managers  stakeholders managers 
knowledge 22 81 challenge to knowledge 18 57 
appropriate  150 173 challenge to appropriate 96 37 
sincerity 67 61 challenge to sincerity 53 4 
comprehension 110 128 challenge to 
comprehension 
47 42 
TOTAL 349 443 TOTAL 206 140 
Table SM.14. Validity claims met  Challenge to validity claims 
7.2.4.2. Appropriate  
Stakeholders perceived managers who demonstrated social skills by interacting with stakeholders 
at informal as well as formal times, and managers who showed interest in stakeholder concerns 
and sat amongst stakeholders during meetings, as effective organisation listeners. Senior 
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managers with decision-making authority were perceived as appropriate staff to attend committee 
meetings. Stakeholders described appropriate organisation procedures used in the set-up and 
coordination of committee meetings and appropriate written procedures that enhanced efficiency 
and symmetrical, two-way communication between the organisation and its stakeholders. 
Stakeholders cited examples of corporate sponsorship for local community sport clubs and 
schools when describing examples of effective organisation listening perceived (Appendix 7.2.).  
Managers associated appropriate venue selection, the meeting set-up, and appropriate written 
procedures, with effective organisation listening. An appropriate level of catering, appropriate 
social and general procedures, including the choice of clothing worn by managers, were 
conditions that managers believed indicated effective organisation listening (Appendix 7.2.).  
Challenge to appropriate  
Consistent with stakeholder examples of appropriate organisation behaviour during committee 
meetings, stakeholders described inappropriate organisation behaviour when describing perceived 
examples of NON-effective organisation listening. Examples included inappropriate guest 
speakers attending committee meetings, inappropriate agenda topics and inappropriate venues 
selected for committee meetings (Appendix 6.2.). Guest speakers who demonstrated a lack of 
understanding as regards committee guidelines, protocols or social ‘norms’, were considered to 
exhibit inappropriate behaviour. An organisation that lacked formal procedures to ensure 
stakeholder contributions were communicated throughout the organisation, was perceived as 
demonstrating NON-effective organisation listening. In addition, organisation–led presentations 
that revealed decisions on issues were made without gathering committee input were considered 
indications an organisation did not listen to its stakeholders (Appendix 7.2.).  
Managers provided examples of NOT appropriate venue selection and set-up, a lack of 
background briefing material and a lack of name-tags and introductions when self-reporting 
examples of NON-effective organisation listening exhibited during committee meetings 
(Appendix 7.2.).  
7.2.4.3. Sincerity 
Congruency was evident between stakeholder and manager perceptions that both organisations 
demonstrated ‘sincerity’ in attempts to address stakeholder concerns. Stakeholders perceived an 
organisation that allocated resources to stakeholder engagement and local sponsorship projects 
was sincere in attempts to address stakeholder concerns. An organisation that took action on 
issues raised and provided interim-reports on status of actions taken was perceived by 
stakeholders to demonstrate sincerity. Guest speakers who presented information at an 
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appropriate level of complexity for the committee, were considered to demonstrate sincerity in 
attempts to engage with stakeholders (Appendix 7.2.).  
Managers self-perceived sincerity in their attempts to address stakeholder concerns during 
meetings, citing their use of appropriate written procedures to ensure information provided to 
stakeholders was accurate and transparent, the level of resources allocated to stakeholder 
engagement, and their genuine efforts to answer stakeholder questions, as indications of effective 
organisation listening. Managers and stakeholders were in agreement that the culture of an 
organisation impacted on perceptions of the organisation’s sincerity in attempts to listen to 
stakeholders (Appendix 7.2.).  
Challenge to sincerity 
Stakeholders perceived an organisation that did not allocate sufficient resources to stakeholder 
engagement as an organisation that was not sincere in attempts to address stakeholder concerns. 
An organisation that did not take action on issues raised, or did not provide interim-reports on 
status of actions taken, was perceived as insincere in attempts to address stakeholder concerns. 
During data analysis, a relationship between corporate culture and stakeholder perceptions of 
organisational sincerity emerged. Stakeholders believed a corporate culture that did not support 
stakeholder engagement impeded effective organisation listening (Appendix 7.2.).  
7.2.4.4. Comprehension 
Stakeholders and managers recorded a similar number of statements that indicated they 
understood the other party’s position and the issues involved (Table SM.14.). Written 
communication sources including meeting minutes, background briefing material, website, letters 
and emails were described as communication sources that enhanced mutual understanding 
between stakeholders and managers. Managers who balanced their use of technical jargon and 
lay-terms during committee meetings were perceived to enhance mutual understanding between 
the organisation and stakeholders. Managers who attended committee meetings regularly were 
perceived to have a greater understanding of the committee process and stakeholder groups in 
attendance (Appendix 7.2.).  
Managers referred to written communication sources including emails, articles in local 
newspapers, and information on organisation websites as communication sources that enhanced 
mutual understanding between the organisation and stakeholders. Managers believed written and 
social procedures associated with meetings enhanced effective organisation listening (Appendix 7.2.).  
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Challenge to comprehension 
Stakeholder statements suggested a lack of written procedures, including background briefing 
material and committee guidelines and protocols, impeded mutual understanding between the 
organisation and stakeholders during committee meetings. During data analysis of stakeholder 
and manager responses, a relationship emerged between committee members who lacked an 
understanding of committee guidelines and objectives and the selection of inappropriate agenda 
topics, inappropriate guest-speakers and inappropriate stakeholder-committee members 
(Appendix 7.2.).  
Managers from organisation B described the organisation’s lack of formal written procedures 
associated with the committee, and the structure of the committee as conditions that contributed 
to NON-effective organisation listening (Appendix 7.2.).  
7.2.4.5. Symmetrical opportunities for communication 
Organisations A stakeholders provided the majority of examples that indicated opportunities 
were offered to raise questions or challenge the organisation’s position on issues during 
committee meetings (SM.15). Examples included: equal distribution of agenda items between 
stakeholder and organisation issues, a friendly, relaxed atmosphere during meetings that 
encouraged lively discussion, and the perception that managers genuinely attempted to ask or 
answer questions. In the views of stakeholders, symmetrical communication was more likely to 
occur if a relationship was established between stakeholders and managers (Appendix 7.2.). 
Manager examples of symmetrical communication included self-reports of behaviour that 
encouraged questions and welcomed feedback from stakeholders during committee meetings 
(Appendix 7.2.).  
Symmetrical opportunities for communication violated 
Organisation B stakeholders provided the majority of examples that indicated a lack of 
symmetrical communication during meetings (SM.15.). Stakeholders perceived organisation-
oriented agendas to impede symmetrical communication during committee meetings. Guest 
speakers who delivered information rather than facilitated discussion, and a meeting atmosphere 
that suppressed conflict, were examples of asymmetrical communication perceived during 
committee meetings. Stakeholders referred to a perceived power–imbalance between 
stakeholders and managers during committee meetings, describing instances when managers 
behaved in a manner that intimidated stakeholders. In the opinions of stakeholders, committee 
members who felt intimidated were reticent to ask questions or challenge the organisation on 
issues discussed (Appendix 7.2.).  
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Case A3 managers expressed concern at the absence of lively interaction during committee 
meetings due to the lack of community representatives on the committee. Organisation B 
managers described their role on the committee as primarily to deliver information, indicating 
they did not consider providing opportunities for symmetrical communication was part of their 
role (Table SM.15.).  
 stakeholders managers  stakeholders managers 
symmetrical 
opportunities for 
communication  
68 47 symmetrical 
opportunities for 
communication violated 
21 8 
free to raise any 
proposition 
18 16 free to raise any 
proposition violated 
0 0 
full and equal 
treatment of 
propositions 
raised  
25 37 full and equal treatment 
of propositions raised 
violated 
27 19 
TOTAL 111 100 TOTAL 48 27 
Table SM.15. Speech conditions fulfilled   Speech conditions violated 
7.2.4.6. Free to raise any proposition 
Stakeholders and managers agreed opportunities were given to raise any proposition during 
committee meetings (SM.15.). Managers described organisation procedures that ensured 
stakeholders had the opportunity to contribute agenda items. Stakeholders concurred with 
manager descriptions of the agenda-setting procedure. There were no examples to indicate a 
violation of this speech condition.  
7.2.4.7. Full and equal treatment of propositions raised 
Stakeholders and managers provided a similar number of examples to indicate propositions were 
treated to the satisfaction of participants during committee meetings (Table SM.15.). Stakeholders 
indicated a positive relationship between stakeholders and the organisation developed when the 
organisation implemented formal procedures to provide prompt answers to stakeholder 
questions and to address issues raised. Stakeholders described interim-reports between meetings, 
either by telephone calls or emails from managers to stakeholders as organisation response 
procedures that built positive relationships between stakeholders and the organisation. 
Stakeholders referred to managers who approached committee members during informal breaks 
to continue discussion on issues raised, as examples of effective organisation listeners (Appendix 7.2.).   
Manager statements concurred with stakeholder perceptions that interim-reports provided 
committee members with information on the status of actions taken by the organisation to 
address issues raised. In addition, managers self-perceived their ability to answer questions 
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promptly and to clarify that stakeholders had understood their responses, as indications that 
topics were treated to the satisfaction of participants (Appendix 7.2.). 
Full and equal treatment of propositions raised violated 
Organisation B stakeholders provided the majority of examples that indicated some propositions 
were not treated to the satisfaction of participants during committee meetings (SM.15.). 
Stakeholders expressed frustration that organisation B made decisions on many agenda items 
before the issues were discussed by the committee. Organisation B stakeholders expressed 
concern at a perceived lack of action on issues raised by stakeholders, a lack of interim-reports 
between meetings, and believed managers avoided answering questions during committee 
meetings (Appendix 7.2.). Organisation B stakeholders perceived a lack of co-orientation 
between the organisation and stakeholders during committee meetings, describing instances when 
managers seemed to ‘live in a parallel universe’ (Appendix 7.2.). 
Organisation B managers self-reported examples of ‘closing out’ questions due to time 
constraints. Organisation B manager statements concurred with stakeholder perceptions of  a 
lack of co-orientation between stakeholders and the organisation on some issues, describing some 
exchanges between stakeholders and managers as ‘ships passing in the night’ (Appendix 7.2.).  
7.2.5. Listening effectiveness and Participatory communication  
When stakeholder and manager data was examined through the prism of listening competency, 
there was indication of agreement between stakeholder and manager expectations of an effective 
listening organisation. Stakeholders and managers primarily described behavioural characteristics 
associated with an effective listening organisation (Table SM.3).  
There was less agreement when stakeholder expectations of their respective organisation’s 
listening effectiveness during committee meetings were compared with managers’ understanding 
of stakeholder expectations. Stakeholders expected to see primarily behavioural characteristics 
whereas managers believed stakeholders expected to see affective characteristics as indications of 
effective organisation listening (Table SM.5.). Further comparison of stakeholder expectations 
and managers’ understanding of stakeholder expectations is presented in Table SM.6. Results 
confirmed a low level of congruency between managers’ understanding of stakeholder 
expectations and stakeholder expectations. Managers cited two of the qualities associated with 
effective organisation listening that stakeholders primarily expected to perceive during meetings: 
willing to listen, and respond appropriately (Table SM.6.). 
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During committee meetings, both cohorts perceived managers to exhibit more effective than 
NON-effective listening attributes (Table SM.7. & SM.9.). Both cohorts were in agreement that 
characteristics associated with effective organisation listening perceived were primarily behavioural 
in nature (Table SM.7.).  
Stakeholders and managers identified the following qualities as primarily indicating the 
organisations listened effectively during meetings: 
• ask/answer questions; 
• respond appropriately; 
• appropriate organisation procedures. 
Appropriate social procedures and appropriate venue & set-up were organisation procedures most 
frequently reported by both cohorts (Table SM.8.) 
Stakeholders perceived more attributes associated with NON-effective organisation listening 
during committee meetings than managers self-perceived (S=202; M=124) (Table SM.9.). 
Stakeholders primarily described NON-effective organisation listening evident during meetings in 
behavioural terms, whilst managers most frequently self-reported cognitive characteristics (Table SM.9.) 
Stakeholders and managers identified the following quality as primarily indicating NON-effective 
organisation listening during committee meetings: 
• NOT appropriate organisation procedures 
NOT appropriate venue & set-up procedure, NOT appropriate written procedures and NOT appropriate 
general procedures were organisation procedures reported most frequently by stakeholder and manager 
cohorts (Table SM.10.) 
Results suggested discrepancies between manager self-perceptions of their listening effectiveness 
and stakeholder observations. Managers’ self-perceived higher ratings than stakeholders perceived, 
most frequently describing themselves as ‘effective-very effective’ listeners, compared to most 
frequent ratings between average-very effective observed by stakeholders (Table SM.11.). These 
results suggested managers were over-confident in their own listening effectiveness. Consistent 
with this result, managers were more confident than stakeholders when estimating whether 
stakeholder listening expectations were met during committee meetings (Table SM.12).  
Managers demonstrated some accuracy in their understanding of communication sources that 
may have raised or, conversely, lowered stakeholder expectations. Managers identified many of 
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the written procedures associated with committee meetings that stakeholders believed influenced 
their expectations. Organisation A managers accurately identified past experience and relationships 
between stakeholders and the organisation, as communication sources most frequently reported 
by stakeholders. (Table SM.13.).  
Collated stakeholder and manager data was re-examined within the framework of participatory 
communication, to evaluate the extent of the two organisation’s adherence to Habermas’s norms 
of communicative action (Table 2.6.2.). 
Congruency was evident between stakeholder and manager views as to whether three validity 
claims were met during committee meetings. Stakeholders and managers provided a similar 
number of examples to indicate both organisations behaved ‘appropriately’ during committee 
meetings, were sincere in efforts to address stakeholder concerns, understood what stakeholders 
were trying to tell them and that stakeholders understood what the organisation was trying 
to tell them (Table SM.14.).  
Congruency was evident between the two cohorts’ perceptions that, at times during committee 
meetings, participants did not understand the other party’s position on issues raised. Less 
congruency was evident between stakeholder and manager views when considering challenges to 
the three remaining validity claims, ‘appropriateness’, ‘sincerity’ and ‘knowledge’. Stakeholders 
reported significantly more examples than managers described, of inappropriate behaviour 
demonstrated by managers during committee meetings and behaviour that indicated insincerity in 
attempts to address stakeholder concerns. Managers’ self-reported significantly more examples 
than stakeholders perceived, to indicate the organisations lacked knowledge concerning 
stakeholder groups and their concerns (Table SM.14.).  
There was evidence of congruency between stakeholder and manager perceptions that 
opportunities were provided for symmetrical communication between committee members, and 
that organisation procedures ensured participants were able to raise any proposition during 
committee meetings (SM.15.). Stakeholders perceived more examples than managers’ self-
reported to indicate that some propositions were not treated to the satisfaction of all present, and 
to indicate asymmetrical communication occurred at times during committee meetings (SM. 15.). 
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7.3. Summary 
This chapter presented results from the final two cross-case syntheses conducted in this study: 
• inter-organisation comparison;  
• cross-cohort comparison. 
Data analysis involved three separate stages:  
• data was examined within the framework of constructs from listening competency 
literature; 
• data was re-examined within the framework of constructs from participatory 
communication literature; 
•  listening competency results were compared with participatory communication 
results.  
The chapter commenced with presentation of results from the inter-organisation comparison. 
The inter-organisation comparison explored similarities and variations in results from the two 
organisations, and presented cross-organisation conclusions about stakeholder expectations and 
perceptions of organisational listening competence within the context of organisation-stakeholder 
events.  
The second section of this Chapter presented results from a cross-cohort comparison between 
stakeholder and manager cohorts. The cross-cohort comparison explored variations and 
similarities in results from the two cohorts and presented cross-cohort conclusions about 
stakeholder expectations and perceptions of organisational listening competence within the 
context of organisation-stakeholder events.  
In the next Chapter data from the preceding four Chapters is collated and analysed to answer the 
research questions developed for the study.  
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CHAPTER EIGHT: DISCUSSION 
The purpose of this study was to examine the listening competency of two organisations during 
organisation-stakeholder engagement events with their respective stakeholders. The study 
focused on the perspectives of stakeholder members of the organisation-stakeholder committees 
established by each organisation. The aim of the study was to learn what stakeholders meant 
when they described an organisation as one that listened to its stakeholders, or, conversely, did 
not listen to its stakeholders. In addition, the study aimed to gain a better understanding of the 
expectations of stakeholders during communication with an organisation that professes to listen 
to their concerns. The research focused on the process of organisation-stakeholder listening, 
complementing current literature within the disciplines of organisational communication, public 
relations, stakeholder engagement, participatory communication and listening.  
Six organisation-stakeholder engagement cases were studied. This was accomplished by semi-
structured interviews, field observation, and analysis of documents and archival records. Forty-
one in-depth interviews were completed as part of this study. Field observation comprised 
examination of the venue and meeting set-up during each committee meeting. Documents and 
archival records, brochures, web-sites and other printed material associated with each 
organisation’s stakeholder engagement procedures were analysed, to provide a more nuanced 
understanding of each case.  
Data from each case was examined within the framework of constructs from listening 
competency literature and re-examined within the framework of constructs from participatory 
communication literature. Within each case, listening competency results were compared with 
participatory communication results.  
Individual case studies and cross-case synthesis were selected as suitable analytic techniques. 
Results from the within-case analysis were presented in Chapters four and five. The following 
cross-case syntheses were then conducted: 
• intra-organisation comparison (data from three cases within each organisation 
collated and compared ); 
• inter-organisation comparison (organisation A compared to organisation B );  
• cross-cohort comparison (stakeholder results compared with manager results). 
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Chapter six reported the results derived from intra-organisation comparisons. Data from 
organisation A’s three cases was combined to provide a whole-of-organisation perspective. The 
process was repeated with data from organisation B’s three cases. In addition to the presentation 
of whole-of-organisation results, the intra-organisation comparison explored similarities and 
variations in results within the three cases from organisation A. This process was repeated with 
data from cases B1, B2 and B3. 
In Chapter seven, results derived from an inter-organisation comparison were presented. In the 
inter-organisation comparison, whole-of-organisation A results were compared with whole-of-
organisation B results. The purpose of this comparison was to consider similarities and variations 
in results between the two organisations and to draw cross-organisation inferences about 
stakeholder expectations and perceptions, within the context of organisation-stakeholder 
engagement events.  
Results from the final cross-case synthesis, a cross-cohort comparison, were presented in Chapter 
seven. Data from the six stakeholder cohorts was collated and compared with responses from the 
six manager cohorts. The cross-cohort comparison explored variations and similarities between 
stakeholder and manager cohorts’ expectations and perceptions of organisational listening 
competence, within the context of organisation-stakeholder events.  
This chapter summarises findings from Chapters four, five, six and seven to answer the research 
questions developed for this study and presented in Chapters one and two. The aim of the 
research questions was to provide a deeper understanding of organisation-stakeholder 
communication practices that facilitate competent listening between an organisation and its 
stakeholders.  
8.1. Findings related to research question one 
Stakeholder responses to sub-questions 1.1. and 1.2. (SQ1.1. and SQ1.2.) were combined to 
answer research question one:  Does the organisation have an accurate understanding of what 
stakeholders expect from an ‘effective listening organisation?  
8.1.1. Stakeholder expectations 
Stakeholders conceptualised an effective listening organisation primarily (most frequently) in 
behavioural terms (Table 8.1.).  
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 stakeholders managers 
Affective 132 57 
Cognitive 154 51 
Behavioural 213 39 
Stakeholder listens  12 
TOTAL 499 159 
Table 8.1. Manager understanding stakeholder expectations 
When attributes (attitudes, skills, behaviours) coded-on into qualities associated with a competent 
listening organisation (QCL taxonomy), were collated and analysed, stakeholders conceptualised 
an effective listening organisation as one that primarily exhibited qualities associated with the 
following themes:  
• interaction-based behaviour 
• verbal behaviour 
• non-verbal behaviour 
• appropriate organisation procedures  
• sincerity  
• knowledge 
• take action 
• appropriate corporate culture 
 
A description of each theme follows.  
8.1.1.a. Interaction-based behaviour 
Stakeholders conceptualised an effective listening organisation as one that recognised building 
and maintaining a long-term relationship with stakeholders groups required consistent behaviour 
over an extended period of time. A commitment to building and maintaining dialogic 
communication with stakeholder groups would include delegation of a team of managers who 
attended stakeholder engagement events regularly and established relationships with stakeholders. 
Managers involved in stakeholder engagement would exhibit a friendly, approachable manner 
toward stakeholders, expressing interest in, and empathy for, stakeholder concerns. An effective 
listening organisation would be open-minded and receptive to views that may differ from 
corporate policy. Managers would be attentive and respond appropriately to stakeholder 
statements in a respectful, courteous manner (Table 8. 2.). 
8.1.1b. Verbal behaviour 
Managers involved in stakeholder engagement would use verbal communication to enhance 
listening. This may involve rephrasing stakeholder statements to ensure they had clearly 
understood the exchange. Managers would provide an immediate response to stakeholder 
propositions, either in the form of feedback or by asking questions to clarify their understanding 
of topics raised by stakeholders. Managers would be optimistic, and believe in their capacity to 
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change policies of the organisation if necessary. Managers would help stakeholders understand 
the organisation’s priorities, using language that was comprehensible to stakeholders (Table 8. 2.). 
8.1.1.c. Non-verbal behaviour 
Managers would demonstrate appropriate body language during committee meetings. Managers 
would make eye contact with stakeholders whilst they were speaking; would greet people with a 
smile, lean toward stakeholders during communication, and exhibit an open-armed stance and 
open body language during committee meetings (Table 8.2.).  
8.1.1.d. Appropriate organisation procedures  
Stakeholders expected an organisation to allocate sufficient resources for stakeholder-engagement 
activities. Examples of ‘sufficient resources’ included an appropriate number of employees 
available to coordinate organisation-stakeholder activities. Stakeholders expected an organisation 
that listened effectively to be organised.  Examples of ‘being organised’ included preparation of 
appropriate written procedures to ensure a consistent process to familiarise managers and guest 
speakers with committee proceedings prior to meetings, and distribution of background briefing 
documents to stakeholders prior to meetings. Appropriate written procedures associated with 
minute-taking and the distribution of minutes to committee members was expected. The 
organisation would have written procedures that specified consistent procedures for post-
meeting follow-up on issues; and for provision of feedback to stakeholders. Stakeholders 
expected the organisation to have procedures in place to ensure knowledge gained from 
stakeholders was fed through the entire organisation (Table 8.2.).  
Stakeholders expected the organisation to demonstrate appropriate social procedures during 
communication with stakeholders. Examples of ‘social procedures’ included managers creating a 
welcoming, relaxed atmosphere with a spirit of mutual equality. Stakeholder engagement would 
occur within a supportive, inclusive environment conductive to two-way dialogue. Stakeholders 
expected managers to be familiar with individual stakeholder’s names and the organisation or 
group they represent (Table 8.2.).  
8.1.1.e. Sincerity 
Evidence of an organisation’s sincerity would include actions that proved the organisation valued 
the opinions of stakeholders. Stakeholders expected trust between managers and stakeholders to 
be evident. Stakeholders believed building and maintaining long-term relationships between 
managers and stakeholders was essential if trust was to be established between the organisation 
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and its stakeholders. Stakeholders expected managers to encourage committee members to 
express their opinions honestly and openly. Managers would be willing to listen during meetings. 
Written and social procedures that showed commitment to openness and transparency when 
communicating with stakeholders were considered evidence of an organisation’s sincerity. During 
committee meetings, managers would provide enough time for questions to be answered to the 
satisfaction of stakeholders. Issues raised by stakeholders would be followed-up by the 
organisation in a timely manner and answered honestly (Table 8.2.).  
8.1.1.f. Knowledge  
Managers were expected to be knowledgeable as regards topics under discussion, and of their 
individual areas of expertise. Managers would have sufficient seniority within the organisation to 
influence decision-making. Managers would possess skills required to prioritise issues and identify 
key points from presentations. Stakeholders expected managers to be familiar with any local 
concerns of importance to one or more stakeholders and the organisation or group they 
represented (Table 8.2.). 
8.1.1.g. Take action  
Stakeholders expected an organisation that said it wanted to hear from its stakeholders to be 
willing to take action, based on the information received. Actions taken may be as simple as a 
notation in the meeting minutes, a phone-call or email to stakeholders post-meeting, or 
distribution of interim-reports on the status of issues discussed. If the organisation was not able 
to take action on an issue raised, reasons would be clearly explained to committee members in a 
timely manner (Table 8.2.). 
8.1.1.h. Appropriate corporate culture 
An effective listening organisation would have a corporate culture, led by the organisation’s Chief 
Executive Officer (CEO) that allowed input from stakeholders. Stakeholders did not expect the 
organisation to acquiesce to their wishes on every proposition; however they did expect the organisation 
to demonstrate a capacity to embrace change as a result of stakeholder feedback (Table 8.2.). 
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Expectation theme Quality Stakeholders Managers 
respond appropriately x x 
empathy x x 
approachable x x 
respectful x x 
open-minded x x 
inclusive x  
attentive x  
Interaction-based 
behaviour 
interested x x 
understand/comprehend x x 
ask/answer questions x x 
optimistic x  
Verbal behaviour 
clarify x x 
open body language x x Non-verbal 
behaviour eye contact x x 
appropriate staff involved x  
meeting management x x 
appropriate written procedures x  
appropriate social procedures x  
appropriate venue & set up x  
appropriate general procedures x  
Appropriate 
organisation 
procedures 
organised x x 
trust x x 
honesty x x 
willing to listen x x 
open & transparent x x 
Sincerity 
ask/answer questions x x 
objective x x 
expertise x x 
prioritise issues x x 
know stakeholder concerns x  
accommodate stakeholder 
interests 
 x 
authority to present topic   
stakeholder listens  x 
Knowledge 
managers information deliverer  x 
follow-up  x 
address issues  x 
interim-reports   
Take action 
feedback to stakeholders  x 
led from top   
embrace change   
Appropriate 
corporate culture 
commitment to stakeholder 
engagement 
  
Table 8.2. Manager understanding of stakeholder expectations 
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8.1.2. Manager understanding of stakeholder expectations 
Responses to sub-questions SQ1.3. and SQ1.4. were combined to provide insight into the 
listening attributes and qualities that managers believed stakeholders expected from an ‘effective 
listening organisation’. Managers believed stakeholders expected an organisation that listened 
effectively to its stakeholders to most frequently display cognitive characteristics (Table 8.1.).  
The following themes describe the qualities that managers believed stakeholders primarily 
expected from an effective listening organisation: 
• interaction-based behaviour 
• verbal behaviour  
• non-verbal behaviour 
• appropriate organisation procedures 
• sincerity 
• knowledge 
• take action 
 
A theme detected in stakeholder responses was that stakeholders conceptualised an effective 
listening organisation as one that primarily demonstrated a corporate culture conducive to 
stakeholder engagement. Qualities associated with a corporate culture were not detected as a 
primary theme by managers.  A description of each theme follows.  
8.1.2.a. Interaction-based behaviour 
Managers believed stakeholders expected organisation representatives to be open-minded, display 
interest and respond in an appropriate manner to issues raised during committee meetings. 
Examples of appropriate responses included providing a ‘real answer’ to questions, showing 
empathy and respect for stakeholder concerns and being receptive to stakeholder points of view. 
Managers believed stakeholders expected organisation representatives to be approachable at informal as 
well as formal times during the day; for example during morning-tea or meal-breaks (Table 8.2.).  
8.1.2.b. Verbal behaviour 
In the opinions of managers, stakeholders expected direct answers to their questions during 
organisation-stakeholder engagement events. Managers believed stakeholders expected them to 
gain an understanding of stakeholder positions on issues discussed. Managers considered 
stakeholders expected organisation representatives to identify implicit concerns that stakeholders 
may not explicitly voice during organisation-stakeholder dialogue. Managers believed this required 
active listening skills, for instance to ask questions or clarify points, in order to uncover deeper 
meanings within organisation-stakeholder dialogue (Table 8.2.).  
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8.1.2.c. Non-verbal behaviour 
Managers believed stakeholders expected them to use appropriate body language. Examples 
included managers would make and maintain eye contact (Table 8.2.). 
8.1.2.d. Appropriate organisation procedures 
Managers considered stakeholders expected them to efficiently organise and manage 
organisation-stakeholder engagement events, and to provide an environment conducive to 
symmetrical communication Managers believed stakeholders expected organisation 
representatives to manage time frames; manage conflict between groups and ensure 
communication exchanges remain focused on the topic under discussion. In the opinions of 
managers, stakeholders expected them to write an accurate record of discussions held during 
organisation-stakeholder engagement events (Table 8.2.).  
8.1.2.e. Sincerity 
In the opinions of managers, stakeholders expected them to be willing to listen during committee 
meetings. Managers believed stakeholders expected the organisation to deal with projects under 
discussion in a transparent, open manner, and to answer questions honestly and to the best of 
their ability (Table 8.2.).  
8.1.2.f. Knowledge 
Managers believed stakeholders expected to ‘listen’, rather than ‘deliver information’ during 
committee meetings. According to managers, stakeholders expected organisation representatives 
to provide information that enabled stakeholders gain a better understanding of an organisation’s 
operations. Managers considered stakeholders expected to listen to information from managers 
about issues, concerns or changes, within the business, that could impact upon the community. 
Managers believed stakeholders expected organisation representatives to have knowledge and 
expertise in their individual areas of responsibility; have relevant factual information available for 
the meeting; be fully informed on relevant issues and have the authority to present information 
on particular topics (Table 8.2.).  
Managers considered stakeholders expected organisation representatives to listen equally to 
stakeholders who voiced agreement, and those who voiced disagreement, as regards the 
organisation’s position on an issue. According to managers, stakeholders recognised that 
managers attended committee meetings to represent the interests of their organisation, but 
expected them to try to accommodate the interests of the committee. In the opinions of 
managers, stakeholders expected organisation representatives to summarise discussions and 
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extract key points from communication exchanges during organisation-stakeholder engagement 
events (Table 8.2.). 
8.1.2. g. Take action  
Managers considered stakeholders expected a commitment from the organisation to follow-up 
on issues raised, and to provide some level of feedback as soon as possible. Managers believed 
stakeholders expected issues to be addressed, either at a local or corporate level, within the 
organisation (Table 8.2.).   
8.2. Findings related to research question two 
Conditions that stakeholders’ perceived as indicators of effective and NON-effective 
organisation listening during their respective committee meetings were explored to answer the 
second research question: How do stakeholders assess organisation listening competency?  
8.2.1. Stakeholder perceptions of effective organisation listening 
Stakeholders most frequently associated behavioural characteristics with effective organisation 
listening (Table 8.3.).  
stakeholders managers 
Affective 63 49 
Cognitive 167 140 
Behavioural 232 198 
TOTAL 462 387 
Table 8.3. Attributes associated with effective organisation listening perceived 
When attributes coded-on into qualities associated with a competent listening organisation (QCL 
taxonomy) were collated and analysed, the conditions that primarily indicated to stakeholders that 
an organisation listened effectively, became evident. 
Participants were not specifically asked to describe their perceptions of organisational listening in 
participatory communication terms (Jacobson, 2007a, 2007b). However, conditions that 
stakeholders described as indicators of effective organisation listening were consistent with 
validity claims and ideal speech conditions criteria associated with Jacobson’s (2007b) 
participatory communication model (Table 2.6.2.). Conditions that indicated to stakeholders that 
an organisation listened effectively were grouped into the following themes: 
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• appropriate organisation behaviour  
• sincerity 
• knowledge 
• comprehension  
• corporate culture 
• ideal speech conditions 
 
A description of each theme follows. 
8.2.1.a. Appropriate organisation behaviour 
Results indicated that, when managers behaved in a manner that stakeholders perceived to be 
appropriate, the organisation was considered to exhibit appropriate organisation behaviour and to 
have listened effectively. Stakeholders perceived managers as effective organisation listeners when 
they demonstrated appropriate interpersonal skills during committee meetings. Appropriate social 
and written procedures associated with the planning and facilitation of organisation-stakeholder 
engagement, were perceived as indicators of effective organisation listening. The venue selected 
and the set-up of the meeting was taken into consideration by stakeholders when evaluating an 
organisation’s listening effectiveness. Descriptions of interpersonal skills, social, written 
procedures and meeting venues, considered by stakeholders to reflect appropriate organisation 
behaviour follow (Table 8.4.).  
• Appropriate interpersonal skills  
When managers exhibited interpersonal skills to build and maintain organisation-stakeholder 
relationships, the organisation was considered to listen effectively during committee meetings. 
Interpersonal skills included interaction-based, verbal and non-verbal behaviours. Managers who 
were receptive to stakeholder views, and who responded in an empathic manner as regards 
stakeholder concerns, were considered to exhibit appropriate interaction-based behaviours. 
Managers who were available and approachable during formal as well as informal times were 
considered effective organisation listeners. Informal opportunities for communication included 
during refreshment breaks, or at times before, during or after meetings. Managers who exhibited 
an open-mind and showed interest in stakeholder views during conversations, were considered 
effective organisation listeners.  
Managers who treated stakeholders and their concerns respectfully and were attentive during 
meetings were perceived as effective organisation listeners. Managers who demonstrated a caring 
attitude, behaved in a courteous manner and showed appreciation that stakeholders had given up 
their time to attend committee meetings were perceived to behave in a respectful manner.  
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Stakeholders described body language that indicated managers listened effectively during 
stakeholder contributions. Open, relaxed body language, nodding, smiling, facial expressions and 
eye contact, were examples provided.  
Managers who addressed stakeholders by name during meetings and provided open, honest, 
answers to questions asked, were perceived as effective organisation listeners. 
• Appropriate social procedures 
Stakeholders emphasised that evidence of appropriate social procedures designed to build and 
maintain long-term relationships between stakeholders and the organisation, indicated effective 
organisation listening. Examples included a staff member in attendance to meet stakeholders on 
arrival; stakeholders greeted by name and provided with name-tags, and a friendly, hospitable 
atmosphere maintained throughout committee meetings. Staff members who attended meetings 
regularly, rather than one-off guest speakers, were considered effective organisation listeners. 
These examples could be considered interaction-based behaviours; however, it is evident from 
interview transcripts and document analysis, that when these behaviours were included in 
stakeholder engagement guidelines and protocols, they became formal organisation social 
procedures. When social procedures were consistently performed by staff involved in committee 
meetings, stakeholders perceived the organisation to value stakeholder participation and to listen 
effectively.  
• Appropriate written procedures 
Stakeholders consistently indicated that an organisation’s written guidelines and protocols 
influenced their perceptions as to whether an organisation listened effectively to its stakeholders. 
Protocols to ensure organisation representatives behaved in a manner that contributed to 
building relationships with stakeholders were considered indications the organisation listened 
effectively. Examples included protocols for the delivery of interim-reports, by phone, email or 
letters, and for sponsorship of community projects.  
Stakeholders perceived the existence of committee charters or terms of reference that articulated 
an organisation’s commitment to stakeholder engagement as indication an organisation listened 
effectively. Guidelines that explained the role and responsibilities of the committee and its 
members were perceived to indicate effective organisation listening. Written procedures including 
accurate meeting minutes, recorded and distributed to participants in a timely manner; media 
articles, written by the organisation, that reported on meeting outcomes to the wider community 
and background briefing material distributed to committee members prior to meetings, were 
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perceived as indicators an organisation listened effectively. Stakeholders considered corporate 
public relations collateral, articulating an organisation’s commitment to stakeholder engagement, 
to indicate effective organisation listening (Table 8.4.).  
• Appropriate venue & set-up 
The venue selected for committee meetings was perceived by stakeholders as an indication of the 
organisation’s listening effectiveness. A neutral venue, easily accessible for all participants and 
with an appropriate standard of facilities, was considered appropriate. Seating arranged in a 
horse-shoe format to facilitate visibility and audibility, and an appropriate standard of catering 
during committee meetings, were strategies considered to enhance organisational listening.  
appropriate organisation 
behaviour
sincerity
knowledge
comprehension
corporate culture
ideal speech conditions
interpersonal skills
resources
take action
expertise
balance interests of both parties
ask/answer questions
open & transparent information
relationships & sponsorship
participatory decision-making
trust & credibility
openness & candour
free to raise any proposition
full & equal treatment of issues
symmetrical communication 
social
written
venue & set-up
communication audit
terms of reference & social norms
 
Table 8.4: Conditions stakeholders perceived as indicators of effective organisation listening 
8.2.1.b. Sincerity 
Results indicated that stakeholder perceptions of effective organisation listening were influenced 
by their perceptions of an organisation’s sincerity in attempts to address stakeholder concerns. 
Organisations that allocated sufficient resources to stakeholder engagement activities, and 
organisations that took action on issues raised during committee meetings were perceived by 
stakeholders to be sincere and to listen effectively (Table 8.4.).  
• Allocation of Resources 
A well-resourced communications team, in regular contact with stakeholders, was considered an 
indication that the organisation was sincere about listening to its stakeholders. Stakeholders 
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considered the communications team was required to provide background information to guest 
speakers, to ensure they understood the committee’s level of knowledge as regards industry-
specific terminology and business operations. Managers who presented complex information in 
an appropriate manner to stakeholders were considered to be genuinely interested in engaging 
with the committee. Stakeholders perceived managers were more inclined to deliver presentations 
in a manner consistent with the social norms of the committee if they attended committee 
meetings regularly and were familiar with committee members and committee objectives. 
An organisation that conducted committee meetings in a professional manner was considered to 
demonstrate respect toward stakeholders and to be sincere in efforts to listen to stakeholders. 
Stakeholders described the Chairperson’s ability to keep presentations to time limits, clarify 
statements and manage question-time as examples of effective organisation listening perceived. 
• Action Taken 
Results indicated a strong relationship between an organisation that delivered some tangible 
outcome from a meeting and stakeholder perceptions that an organisation was sincere in 
attempts to address stakeholder concerns. Stakeholders emphasised the importance of some 
follow-up by the organisation to address issues raised at committee meetings. Examples included 
acknowledgement of a topic by recording it in meeting minutes; commitment from a manager to 
continue discussions with individuals after a meeting, and distribution of interim-reports with an 
up-date on actions taken, to committee members between meetings.  
8.2.1.c. Knowledge 
Stakeholders perceived managers as effective organisation listeners when they demonstrated 
expertise in their area of responsibility, knowledge of stakeholder concerns and possessed the skills 
to balance interests of both parties during committee meetings (Table 8 4.). Examples follow. 
• Experts in their area of responsibility 
Stakeholders perceived an organisation that provided senior managers to deliver accurate 
information as regards organisational actions, listened effectively to its stakeholders. Managers 
with decision-making authority within the organisation were considered appropriate guest 
speakers at committee meetings because they had authority to organise action on issues raised by 
stakeholders. Stakeholders considered managers with expertise in their specific areas to be more 
effective listeners because they were confident, able to give direct answers to questions, and 
ensured conversation remain focused on agenda items. Managers who provided honest answers 
to questions, rather than delivering the ‘corporate line’ repeatedly, were perceived as effective 
organisation listeners.  
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• Balance interests of both parties 
Stakeholders considered managers who regularly attended committee meetings to be more 
effective listeners than one-time guest speakers. Stakeholders considered regular guest speakers to 
be familiar with the expectations and social norms of the committee, and to have acquired 
knowledge of stakeholder concerns. Stakeholders acknowledged the primary role of managers 
who attended committee meetings was to represent the interests of the organisation; however, 
managers who objectively balanced the interests of both the organisation and stakeholders were 
perceived to be effective organisation listeners. Stakeholders described instances when managers 
had questioned errors in meeting minutes or notes, clarified points, or asked their colleagues to 
rephrase points to ensure presentations were comprehensible to stakeholders, as examples of 
effective organisation listening.  
8.2.1.d. Comprehension 
Results indicated an organisation that endeavoured to create mutual understanding between 
stakeholders and the organisation was perceived as an organisation that listened effectively. 
Stakeholders referred to managers’ knowledge of, and adherence to, committee charters or terms 
of reference, as indicators the organisation valued stakeholder input and effectively listened to 
stakeholders. Stakeholders perceived managers as effective organisation listeners when they asked 
or answered questions and provided open, transparent information on issues of concern to 
stakeholders (Table 8.4.). Stakeholder descriptions follow. 
• Ask/answer questions 
Manager abilities to ask and answer questions were perceived by stakeholders to be indicators of 
their ability to effectively listen to stakeholders. Managers who asked questions, either to clarify 
their understanding of a topic, or to critically evaluate concepts under discussion, were perceived 
as genuinely interested in stakeholder concerns. In the views of stakeholders, an ability to directly 
answer questions was a key indicator of whether managers listened effectively in order to gain an 
understanding of stakeholder issues. 
• Open and transparent information 
Managers who ensured stakeholders understood organisation-specific information were 
considered to be effective organisation listeners. Stakeholders appreciated an organisation’s 
efforts to ensure committee members were fully informed of organisation actions and 
operations-not only during committee meetings, but by communicating with committee members 
in-between meetings. According to stakeholders, the provision of open, transparent information 
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to stakeholders on a regular basis assisted in building trust between stakeholders and the 
organisation. Emails, letters, web-content, phone calls, site tours and distribution of background 
briefing material were considered indications an organisation endeavoured to keep stakeholders 
informed. Stakeholders perceived detailed, accurate meeting minutes as indication an organisation 
listened effectively.  
8.2.1.e. Corporate culture 
Stakeholders described their perceptions of an organisation’s corporate culture when describing 
examples that indicated an organisation listened effectively during committee meetings (Table 
8.4.). Stakeholders perceived written and verbal commitments by an organisation to provide 
open, transparent communication symbolised trust between an organisation and its stakeholders. 
Trust was perceived as a condition necessary for effective organisation listening. Efforts by the 
organisation to build relationships with committee members, and the organisations they 
represented, were considered examples of effective organisation listening. Stakeholders perceived 
appropriate corporate sponsorship was indication an organisation endeavoured to build 
relationships and listen effectively to its local community. An organisation that allocated 
sufficient financial resources to enable efficient organisation-stakeholder communication was 
considered to exhibit a corporate culture committed to stakeholder engagement (Table 8.4.). 
8.2.1.f. Ideal speech conditions 
The ‘process’ of communication during organisation-stakeholder events, rather than the outcome 
of decisions made, was the focus of this study. Scholars in participatory communication, 
organisational communication and public relations contend genuine dialogue, also termed 
symmetrical, two-way communication, involves an equal ‘share-of-voice’ for people affected by 
an issue, thus enabling their contribution to the decision-making process. Data was examined for 
evidence that stakeholders perceived symmetrical opportunities for communication, freedom to 
raise any proposition and full and equal treatment of issues raised, during committee meetings 
(Table 8.4.). Stakeholder descriptions follow. 
• Symmetrical opportunities for communication 
Stakeholders described instances when they felt comfortable to argue with managers, or criticise 
decisions made, as examples of effective organisational listening. Stakeholders perceived 
managers who actively sought feedback from stakeholders, encouraged questions and ensured all 
stakeholders voiced an opinion on issues raised, listened effectively.  
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Stakeholders believed the allocation of equal time to both stakeholder and organisation 
presentations during committee meetings encouraged two-way, symmetrical communication. 
Agendas with an equal number of organisation and stakeholder–led topics were perceived as 
indication stakeholder participation was actively sought. Organisation representatives seated 
amongst stakeholders during committee meetings, rather than seated at the head of the table or 
positioned together as a ‘dominant coalition’, contributed to an atmosphere of mutual equality. In 
the opinions of stakeholders, a supportive environment conducive to symmetrical, two-way 
communication was more likely to occur when a relationship had been established between 
stakeholders and managers. This perception was consistent with earlier stakeholder statements 
that the presence of a committed stakeholder-engagement team, familiar with stakeholders and 
their concerns, indicated effective organisation listening. 
• Free to raise any proposition 
Stakeholder responses indicated managers who actively solicited contributions from stakeholders 
as regards new or emerging issues, and were willing to talk about issues introduced by 
stakeholders, were perceived to be effective organisation listeners. An organisation that gathered 
stakeholder input on proposed agenda items prior to committee meetings was perceived to listen 
effectively. One organisation provided resources (transport, venue & catering), for stakeholders 
to meet as a group on the morning preceding the committee meeting, without organisation 
representatives in attendance. The aim of the meeting was to identify and prioritise ‘stakeholder 
issues’, for the impending committee meeting. Stakeholders perceived this process was an 
indication the organisation was genuinely interested in learning about and listening to, issues of 
concern to its stakeholders.  
•  Full and equal treatment of issues raised 
Stakeholders described instances when managers answered questions immediately, or explained 
their intention to refer queries to the relevant department within the organisation, as examples of 
effective organisation listening. The term ‘responsive system’ was used to describe the process 
implemented to follow-up stakeholder queries between meetings. This was consistent with earlier 
statements highlighting the importance of appropriate organisation procedures, to ensure 
consistency in an organisation’s behaviour.  
Other stakeholders referred to ‘personal contact’, as an indicator of effective organisation 
listening. Managers who made personal contact with individual stakeholders, either during 
informal meeting breaks, or in communication after the meeting, were perceived to be effective 
organisation listeners. 
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8.2.2. Stakeholder perceptions of NON-effective organisation listening 
The second sub-question derived to answer the study’s second research question explicated 
conditions stakeholders perceived during their respective committee meeting that indicated 
NON-effective organisation listening.  
Consistent with ‘effective organisation listening’ findings, stakeholders primarily referred to 
behavioural characteristics when describing examples of NON-effective listening perceived (Table 8.5.). 
stakeholders managers 
Affective 27 19 
Cognitive 85 81 
Behavioural 90 24 
TOTAL 202 114 
Table 8.5. Attributes associated with NON-effective organisation listening perceived 
The conditions that stakeholders perceived as indication an organisation did not listen effectively 
were grouped into the following themes: 
• NOT appropriate organisation behaviour  
• corporate culture 
• power imbalance 
• NOT sincere  
• NOT comprehensible 
• NOT knowledgeable 
• NOT ideal speech conditions 
A description of each theme follows. 
8.2.2.a. NOT appropriate organisation behaviour 
Stakeholder perceptions of ‘NOT appropriate organisation behaviour’ included observations that 
managers exhibited inappropriate interaction-based behaviours during committee meetings, and 
inappropriate organisation procedures associated with the planning and facilitation of 
organisation-stakeholder engagement events (Table 8.6.). Stakeholder descriptions follow.  
• Inappropriate interaction-based behaviour 
Managers who answered stakeholder questions in a defensive manner, or in a manner that 
stakeholders considered offensive, were perceived to not listen effectively. Managers who 
regularly responded with ‘the corporate line’, or maintained a rigid position on an issue without 
acknowledging the validity of stakeholder opinions, were perceived to lack an open-mind or be 
unwilling to listen. Managers who seemed to close-off discussion on individual topics, or were 
perceived as inattentive or unapproachable during informal breaks, were perceived as ineffective 
organisation listeners.  
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Actions that indicated a lack of respect, either for stakeholders or the committee as a whole, were 
perceived as indicators of NON-effective organisation listening. Managers who expressed 
amusement when a presentation elicited heated exchanges from stakeholders were described as 
disrespectful and to lack knowledge as regards the purpose of the committee.  
• Inappropriate organisation procedures 
Stakeholders referred to a lack of background briefing material, or material distributed to 
committee members too late to read before a committee meeting, as inappropriate organisation 
procedures. Similar comments were evident in relation to committee meeting minutes. When 
stakeholders received meeting-minutes months after a committee meeting was held, or minutes 
did not accurately reflect issues discussed, a perception was formed that the organisation did not 
listen effectively.  
Stakeholders evaluated a meeting agenda to determine whether an organisation listened 
effectively. An agenda that included the same generic, standard set of items each meeting was not 
considered appropriate. Stakeholders perceived organisation-oriented agendas to impede 
organisation-stakeholder dialogue and an indication the organisation was not interested in 
listening to stakeholders.  
Guest speakers who did not take notes during their presentations, or were ranked lower than 
middle-management within the organisation, were considered inappropriate for committee 
meetings. Stakeholders expected to receive feedback on issues discussed. If this did not occur, 
the organisation was not considered to have listened effectively.  
Findings were consistent with earlier responses that indicated stakeholders considered an 
organisation’s social procedures when assessing organisational listening effectiveness. 
Stakeholders were critical of committee meetings that did not include relationship-building 
opportunities for stakeholders and organisation representatives. Examples included an 
organisation that did not provide participants with name-tags or introduce committee members 
to guest speakers; managers who left committee meetings immediately after their presentation 
rather than remain for informal conversation during meal breaks. In the opinions of stakeholders, 
one-off guest speakers were less likely to listen effectively to stakeholders than managers who 
attended meetings regularly.  
An organisation that seemed to place higher priority on social events or catering than written or 
social procedures associated with stakeholder engagement, was perceived as not listening 
effectively to its stakeholders. Stakeholders considered lavish social events or elaborate catering 
 
Judy Burnside-Lawry   
Participatory Communication and Listening   270 
less important than the presence of appropriate written procedures, a well–resourced 
stakeholder-liaison team and a simple, but comfortable venue for the committee meeting. 
According to stakeholders, venues that were too hot, too small for the number of people, not 
centrally located, and that had poor acoustics, made listening between an organisation and its 
stakeholders less effective.  
8.2.2.b. Corporate Culture 
Consistent with earlier findings indicating stakeholders associated an organisation’s corporate 
culture with its ability to listen effectively, stakeholders associated a corporate culture that did not 
regard stakeholder engagement as a priority, did not exhibit a willingness to change and did not 
encourage the participation of stakeholders in decision-making; with an organisation that did not 
listen effectively to its stakeholders (Table 8.6.). Stakeholder descriptions follow.  
• Not a management priority 
Stakeholders consistently provided examples of issues raised at committee meetings but not 
passed on to the relevant department or manager within the organisation, when describing 
examples of NON-effective organisation listening. Stakeholders expressed frustration at the 
number of times feedback on issues was provided to the organisation but no actions were taken. 
Stakeholders questioned an organisation’s motives for establishing a stakeholder committee if 
management was not committed to listening to stakeholder feedback. Stakeholders attributed 
organisational change as the reason one organisation demonstrated a lack of commitment to 
stakeholder engagement. A new CEO and management team, downsizing of the stakeholder-
liaison team and changes to the committee’s reporting structure within the organisation, were 
examples of organisational change that stakeholders considered had a negative impact on an 
organisation’s ability to listen to its stakeholders.  
• Not willing to change 
Managers who displayed an attitude of ‘doing whatever they want’, or showed concern only for 
bottom-line profit, were perceived as NON-effective organisation listeners. An organisation that 
established a stakeholder committee to elicit community feedback, but rejected any opinions not 
consistent with corporate policy, or portrayed an attitude that the organisation was always right, 
was perceived by stakeholders to not listen effectively.  
• Not participatory decision-making 
Beaurocratic, top-heavy organisations with a hierarchical chain of command were perceived as 
less likely to listen effectively to stakeholders. Stakeholders provided examples of issues raised 
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that were lost as they made their way up the ‘chain of command’ within an organisation. When an 
organisation requested stakeholder feedback too late to impact the decision-making process, or 
organisation representatives presented a policy or product to the committee as a fait accompli, 
without opportunities for committee participation on the decision, the organisation was 
perceived to not listen effectively.  
NOT appropriate 
organisation behaviour
corporate culture
power imbalance
NOT sincere
NOT knowledge
NOT ideal speech conditions
inappropriate interaction-based behaviour
inappropriate organisation procedures
asymmetrical communication
not full & equal treatment of issues raised
covert & overt
ideology & hegemony
lack of resources
not take action
disrespect
organisation lacks knowledge of:
• stakeholder issues
• credibility within community
• stakeholder groups represented
NOT comprehensible
inappropriate material presented
not open & transparent
guidelines & protocols not understood
not participatory decision-making
not willing to change
not a management priority
 
 
Table 8. Conditions stakeholders perceived as indicators of NON-effective organisation listening 
8.2.2.c. Power imbalance 
Stakeholders described examples of covert and overt sources of power imbalances during 
decision-making as evidence an organisation did not listen effectively (Table 8.6.). Stakeholders 
referred to managers who used ideology as justification for an organisation’s actions; and 
provided examples of managers behaving in a manner that suggested stakeholders should accept 
subordination as the norm. Stakeholder descriptions follow.  
• Covert  and overt sources of power 
Knowledge and information can be used as covert or overt sources of power within an 
organisation (Morgan, 2006). Stakeholders expressed frustration with managers who used 
‘commercial-in-confidence’ as justification for not answering questions, or as justification for 
asking stakeholders to refrain from discussing an issue with their constituents. Stakeholders 
perceived repeated use of ‘commercial-in-confidence’ during meetings as indication an 
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organisation did not trust its stakeholders, and as evidence managers did not consider feedback 
from stakeholder groups a priority.  
Structural factors that define the stage of action can be used as covert sources of power (Morgan, 
2006). Stakeholders perceived committee meetings structured in favour of organisation-oriented 
issues as examples of an organisation that did not listen effectively. Meeting agendas that were 
dominated by organisation-led topics, or agendas structured to ensure stakeholder–led topics 
were given a minimum amount of time and scheduled as last items before a refreshment break or 
end of a meeting, were perceived as indications of a power imbalance in favour of the 
organisation and indicative of an organisation that did not listen effectively.  
Stakeholders perceived guest speakers used symbolism as an overt source of power, suggesting a 
power imbalance in favour of the organisation. Examples of symbolic acts included guest 
speakers who attended committee meetings with an entourage of subservient staff; guest 
presenters who arrived late for their session and left immediately after their presentation, and 
examples of guest speakers who remained seated or positioned themselves at the head of the 
table during their presentations.  
• Ideology and hegemony 
Ideology refers to the taken-for-granted assumptions about reality that influence perceptions of 
situations and events. It involves assumptions that are rarely questioned or scrutinised (Miller, 
2006). The power of ideologies is related to the way in which they are used to justify and 
legitimise actions. Stakeholders perceived an organisation that used ‘commercial reasons’ as 
justification for not addressing stakeholder concerns, or that valued bottom-line profits at the 
expense of other priorities, as an organisation that did not listen effectively. These examples 
indicated an ideological power imbalance and possible use of decision premises as a source of overt 
power within the organisation (Morgan, 2006).  
Hegemony refers to a process in which a dominant group leads another group to accept 
subordination as the norm (Miller, 2006, p.129). Stakeholders provided examples that suggested 
some managers were intimidated by higher-ranked managers who made presentations during 
committee meetings. In the views of stakeholders, managers expected committee members to 
behave deferentially toward guest speakers, and to consider themselves privileged to listen to 
such important members of the organisation.  
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8.2.2.d. NOT sincere  
Earlier results suggested stakeholders considered an organisation’s ‘sincerity’ influenced its ability 
to effectively listen to stakeholders. Consistent with this finding, an organisation’s lack of 
sincerity was associated with perceptions of NON-effective organisation listening. Conditions 
included stakeholder perceptions an organisation did not provide sufficient resources for 
stakeholder engagement activities and perceptions an organisation did not take action on issues 
raised during committee meetings (Table 8.6.). Stakeholder descriptions follow. 
• Lack of resources 
Stakeholders were perceptive to changes within an organisation considered to impact positively 
or negatively on organisation-stakeholder communication. Stakeholders described repeated 
downsizing of a stakeholder liaison team, repeated downgrading, or removal of administrative 
support for a stakeholder liaison team, as organisational changes that indicated an organisation 
was not sincere in attempts to listen to stakeholders.  
• NOT take action  
Stakeholders consistently associated a lack of action taken by an organisation on issues raised at 
committee meetings with perceptions an organisation did not listen effectively. An organisation 
that established stakeholder-organisation engagement to satisfy legal requirements, but did not 
follow-up on issues raised by stakeholders, was considered to be insincere in attempts to address 
stakeholder concerns.  
8.2.2.e. NOT comprehensible 
Results from stakeholder interviews revealed the importance of guidelines and protocols that 
were understood by all people associated with organisation-stakeholder committees (Table 8.6.). 
Guest speakers, committee members, or individual stakeholders who showed a lack 
understanding as regards the purpose of the committee, either by the content of their 
presentations or their presentation style, were perceived as non-effective organisation listeners. 
Guest speakers who presented information that was obviously prepared for an audience of 
shareholders or customers were perceived as non-effective organisation listeners. Stakeholders 
described guest speakers who presented material that was too technical for the majority of 
stakeholders to understand; or who presented material that dealt with issues beyond the scope of 
the terms of reference of the committee, as non-effective organisation listeners. An organisation 
that was secretive, or did not provide open, transparent information to the committee, was 
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perceived to lack commitment to mutual understanding between stakeholders and the 
organisation.  
8.2.2.f. NOT Knowledge  
Stakeholders perceived an organisation that allocated third-line or lower, managers to attend 
committee meetings as an organisation that lacked commitment to effective organisation listening 
(Table 8.6.). Stakeholders expressed frustration that junior managers did not have the expert 
knowledge necessary to explain the organisation’s policy or actions. Guest speakers who 
demonstrated a lack of knowledge as regards stakeholder issues, or were not familiar with 
stakeholder groups represented on the committee, were considered non-effective organisation 
listeners. Guest speakers who were not sufficiently prepared to answer ‘questions on notice’ were 
perceived as non-effective organisation listeners. In addition, stakeholders suggested this example 
indicated a lack of appropriate organisation procedures to ensure ‘questions on notice’ were 
communicated to relevant managers within the organisation in a consistent, efficient manner.  
8.2.2.g. NOT ideal speech conditions  
Communication aimed at creating mutual understanding between parties requires the creation of 
a public space where participants can freely challenge organisational policies, statements or 
actions (Jacobson, 2004, 2007a, 2007b). Stakeholders described instances when issues were not 
treated to the satisfaction of all participants and occurrences of asymmetrical communication 
during committee meetings, as examples of NON-effective organisation listening (Table 8.6.). 
Stakeholder descriptions follow. 
• Not full & equal treatment of issues raised 
Managers who avoided answering questions or failed to respond to issues that were raised 
repeatedly, meeting after meeting, were perceived as non-effective organisation listeners.  
• Asymmetrical communication 
Stakeholders evaluated the structure and content of a meeting agenda when considering an 
organisation’s listening effectiveness. Stakeholder described an agenda with more than 50% of 
items allocated to the delivery of information by an organisation, rather than to soliciting 
stakeholder views on issues, as a barrier to symmetrical communication and an indication of 
NON-effective organisation listening.  
Managers were perceived to use verbal or non-verbal behaviour to intimidate stakeholders. 
Stakeholders believed these situations resulted in suppressed conflict between the organisation 
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and stakeholders. Stakeholders described feeling uncomfortable asking questions or voicing an 
opinion that may oppose the organisation’s view during these occasions.  
Stakeholders described instances when an organisation did not encourage genuine dialogue 
during committee meetings. Examples were consistent with behaviours associated with 
‘conscious deception’ by managers (Table 8.7.). Examples suggested the organisation behaved in 
a ‘pseudoconsensual manner’, intentionally misleading stakeholders into believing they could 
influence the decision-making process, whilst simultaneously using efforts to persuade 
participants to accept a decision already made by the organisation (Deetz, 1992). Stakeholder 
descriptions that indicated managers acted in a pseudoconsensual manner included: 
• managers presented a policy or product to the committee as a fait accompli, without 
opportunities for committee participation on the decision. 
• organisation requested stakeholder feedback too late to impact the decision-making 
process. 
• more than 50% of a meeting agenda allocated to organisation-led topics.  
•  agenda items titled ‘stakeholder issues’ provided a minimum of time during a 
meeting in comparison to agenda items related to ‘organisation-issues’. 
• managers repeatedly gave the ‘corporate line’ rather than addressing stakeholder 
issues.  
• managers considered by stakeholders to be adept at not answering questions. 
• neither party prepared to acknowledge the legitimacy of opposing viewpoints. 
• no satisfactory response provided on issues raised repeatedly by stakeholders. 
Social action
Openly strategic actionConcealed strategic action
Conscious deception
manipulation
Unconscious deception
Systematically 
distorted
communication
Communicative action
Habermas, 1983,p333
Habermas’s Communication Action Types
 
Table 8.7. Habermas’s Communication Action Types 
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Stakeholders described discussions during committee meetings that resulted in a ‘Mexican stand-
off’, with neither party prepared to acknowledge the legitimacy of opposing viewpoints. A 
comparison between stakeholder perceptions and manager self-perceptions suggested these 
situations were manifestations of a hierarchical, bureaucratic corporate culture, rather than 
‘conscious deception’ by managers. Manager descriptions of the discussions indicated 
‘unconscious deception’, as managers believed they were engaged in two-way, symmetrical 
communication with their stakeholders, when in fact the organisation’s corporate culture had 
encouraged a myopic organisational worldview, with the organisation as the central point of 
reference (Grunig, 2001). In organisations, ‘unconscious deception’ can exist in ‘self-producing’ 
‘self-referential’ systems (Deetz, 1992).   
The examples described were consistent with an organisation that operated from a self-
referential, closed-system worldview; one that did not adapt to its external environment, unable 
to form a relationship with the outside on the outside’s own terms (Deetz, 1992; Cutlip, Center & 
Broom, 2000). Additional stakeholder descriptions consistent with ‘unconscious deception’ by 
the organisation included:  
• guest speakers presented a barrage of information, allowing little time for questions 
or leaving immediately after their presentations;  
• managers told stakeholders they were privileged to have such important members 
of the organisation attend committee meetings; 
• guest speakers arrived with an entourage of lower-ranked staff who seemed 
overawed or intimidated by the guest speaker; 
• chairperson restricted or prevented stakeholders asking questions;  
•  managers used ‘commercial in confidence’ as justification for a lack of openness or 
transparency. 
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8.3. Findings related to research question three 
The preceding discussion has focused on conditions that stakeholders associated with effective or 
NON-effective organisation listening. The fact that stakeholders perceived an organisation did 
not listen effectively does not necessarily indicate stakeholders were dissatisfied. Dissatisfaction is 
more likely to occur if stakeholders considered their expectations were not met. In other words, 
if stakeholders expected, and subsequently perceived, an organisation not to listen effectively, 
then their expectations were met. In contrast, if stakeholders expected a higher level of 
organisation listening than they perceived, the result would be disillusioned stakeholders.  
A summary of answers to SQ3.1. and SQ3.2. provided answers to research question three: Is 
there any discrepancy between stakeholder expectations and their actual perceptions of the 
organisation’s listening competency? 
8.3.1. Discrepancy between expectations and perceptions 
Responses indicated stakeholder listening expectations were not entirely met by either 
organisation. Manager responses indicated neither organisation accurately estimated whether 
stakeholder listening expectations were met during their respective committee meetings (Table 8.8.).  
Expectations stakeholders managers 
yes 13 19 
no 6 1 
no response 1  
Table 8.8. “Were stakeholder expectations met?” 
Service quality literature framed an exploration of differences between the listening stakeholders 
expected and the listening they perceived the organisation delivered. Zeithaml et al (1985) 
identified five discrepancies or ‘gaps’ in the service delivery process that affect a consumer’s 
evaluation of the service experience. Zeithaml et al’s (1985) gap analysis was used to identify 
possible discrepancies or ‘gaps’ in the service delivery processes, which may have impacted upon 
stakeholders’ evaluation of the listening experience. The five service quality gaps are:  
Gap 1 the gap between management perceptions of what consumers expect and consumer 
expectations  
Gap 2 management perceptions of consumer expectations and the organisation’s service 
quality standards (performance specifications)  
Gap 3 a gap between service quality specifications and service delivery 
Gap 4 a gap between the actual service and the promised service through the organisation’s 
advertising and other external communications 
Gap 5 the perceived service quality gap, the difference between expected and perceived service 
Parasuraman et al, 1985, pp.44-46. 
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8.3.1.1. Gap 1: Between manager perceptions of what stakeholders expect and 
stakeholder expectations  
Results indicated managers did not have an accurate understanding of stakeholder listening 
expectations (Table 8.1.). Managers believed cognitive characteristics were considered more 
important to stakeholders as indicators of effective organisation listening than stakeholders 
suggested in their responses (Table 8.1.).  
When results were further analysed, cognitive qualities considered by managers as important 
indicators of effective organisation listening, were encompassed within the theme ‘knowledge’ 
(Table 8.2.). Managers believed that stakeholders expected: 
• to adopt the role of ‘listener’, rather than ‘information-deliverer’ during committee 
meetings;  
• managers to have knowledge and expertise in their individual areas of 
responsibility; 
• managers to have relevant factual information available for the meeting;  
• managers to possess sufficient information to ensure they were informed on 
relevant issues;  
• managers to have sufficient seniority or authority within the organisation to present 
information on particular topics.  
A comparison of findings presented in Table 8.2. revealed ‘knowledge’ was considered less 
important as an indicator of effective listening by stakeholders, than managers understood.  
Stakeholder expectations were concerned with interpersonal skills demonstrated by managers, 
evidence that the organisation was sincere, appropriate organisation procedures and a corporate 
culture that supported stakeholder engagement (Table 8.2.). Stakeholder descriptions revealed a 
large proportion of stakeholder expectations comprised qualities that built and maintained 
relationships between stakeholders and the organisation.  
Results support the view that managers did not understand the importance stakeholders placed 
on interpersonal, relationship-building behaviours, as indicators of effective organisation 
listening. These findings were consistent with manager observations that their engineering-based 
training placed emphasis on facts, providing solutions and outcomes, rather than consultation 
and the ‘process’ of communication.  
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In addition, results indicated that managers did not understand the importance stakeholders 
placed on an organisation exhibiting a corporate culture conducive to stakeholder-organisation 
engagement (Table 8.2.) 
8.3.1.2. Gap 2: Between management perceptions of consumer expectations and an 
organisation’s performance specifications 
An organisation’s understanding of stakeholder expectations must be accurately translated into 
appropriate specifications and performance standards (Donnelly et al, 1995). Interview transcripts 
and analysis of documents from each case study revealed neither organisation had performance 
standards that specifically set service quality standards related to effective organisational listening, 
for managers involved in stakeholder engagement. 
Manager position descriptions were reviewed as part of the study. Organisation B managers 
explained the performance criteria related to stakeholder engagement in their position 
descriptions measured their ability to establish and maintain communication channels between 
the organisation and its ‘priority’ stakeholders. Organisation B managers described ‘priority’ 
stakeholders as members of relevant government departments and regulatory bodies, for 
example, Water or Fire Authorities, government authorities and other utilities associated with the 
industry. Community-based stakeholders were not described as ‘priority stakeholders’. 
Organisation A managers referred to a series of 130 ‘Model Procedures’ that guided the 
organisation’s operations. One Model Procedure required site management to develop 
community liaison procedures for their respective site. Organisation’s A’s Board nominated ‘core’ 
procedures that each business site must comply with, within a defined time-frame. Each site then 
identified and ranked a further 30 Model Procedures as either ‘critical’ (second most important 
after ‘core’), ‘regular’ (third in importance) or ‘reference’ (fourth in importance). Managers’ 
performance reviews included evaluation of their site’s compliance with relevant Model 
Procedures. 
During their interviews for this study, organisation A managers were shown the Model Procedure 
concerned with community liaison procedures. All managers interviewed ranked this Model 
Procedures as ‘reference’; less important than all other Model Procedures.  
8.3.1.3. Gap 3: Between service quality specifications and service delivery 
This gap describes discrepancies between service standards and the actual service delivered by the 
organisation (Donnelly, 1995). Such a gap may arise because of a shortage of resources in key 
areas; lack of commitment and motivation; inadequate quality control procedures; or inadequate 
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staff training. Managers involved in two of organisation A’s case studies had received 
community-consultation skills training. As described in Chapter 3, these two case studies were 
examples of ‘deviant cases’ when compared to the remaining four case studies where managers 
had not received community-consultation skills training (Silverman, 2006).  
Interview data, observations and document analysis highlighted the importance of allocating 
sufficient resources for staff training in community-consultation skills and the importance of 
developing quality control procedures for stakeholder engagement. Examples of training and 
organisation procedures follow. 
• Community-consultation skills training 
Organisation A’s Community Relations Manager (CRM) facilitated a series of workshops with the 
engineering-based managers working at the two ‘deviant’ case studies, case A1 and A2. Staff 
received training in communication skills required for stakeholder engagement, including 
interpersonal skills. The CRM explained training included an emphasis on the importance of 
maintaining a balance between communication ‘process’ and delivery of ‘outcomes’ during 
committee meetings. Manager statements concurred with the CRM statements. Managers 
explained that maintaining a balance between process and outcomes was an important point-of-
differentiation between their engineering-based training and communication professionals’ 
training. Managers described their work practices as primarily concerned with facts, data and 
outcomes. During the community-consultation skills workshops, the CRM provided managers 
with guidelines for appropriate social procedures designed to build and maintain long-term 
relationships between the organisation and stakeholders. Guidelines for social procedures 
included descriptions of non-verbal and interaction-based behaviours to exhibit during 
committee meetings.  
• Written procedures 
During the community-consultation skills workshops, the CRM advised managers on the 
development of written guidelines for the committee. The CRM stressed the importance of 
collaboration between stakeholders and managers in the development of guidelines for the 
committee structure. Documents developed with assistance from the CRM included: 
• Committee Terms of Reference 
• Chairperson Terms of Reference 
• Guiding Principles for the Committee 
• Position Description for each member of 
the Community Relations Team 
• Community Relations Check-list 
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Each document was described in Chapter six.  
• Community audit 
In cases A1 and A2, the CRM conducted a ‘community audit’ amongst residents and businesses 
within the vicinity of the two sites, to ascertain community perceptions of the organisation’s 
credibility within each community and to identify current issues of concern to the community. 
During this process, community leaders categorised as ‘key stakeholders’, were identified and 
invited to join the respective committees.  
Cases A1 and A2 had significantly fewer gaps between stakeholder expectations and perceptions 
of the organisation’s listening effectiveness than the remaining four cases. Managers in case A1 
and case A2 had a more accurate understanding of stakeholder expectations. Cases A1 and A2 
stakeholders and managers described their respective committee meetings as professional and 
organised. Stakeholders and managers from the two case studies believed a relationship, based on 
mutual respect and trust, was established and maintained between stakeholders and the 
organisation. There was evidence of mutual understanding between stakeholders and managers as 
regards committee objectives and behaviours expected of participants during committee 
meetings.  
A review of documents from the remaining four cases studies revealed no ‘Check-lists’ or 
‘Guiding Principles’ to guide preparation, facilitation, and follow-up procedures associated with 
committee meetings. A committee charter existed for organisation B’s committee; however 
participants did not refer to this document during interviews. A small number of organisation B 
stakeholders recalled a document was developed to guide committee meetings, but could not 
remember what it was called, where it was located, or when they had last viewed the document.  
In the four cases where community-consultation skills training was not conducted., there was no 
evidence of formal procedures to brief new or existing committee members, or guest-speakers, 
about the committee’s Terms of Reference, the identities of committee members, or stakeholder 
groups represented on committees.  
In addition, interviews and documents revealed the four remaining case studies lacked formal 
social procedures or interim-reporting procedures. Stakeholders and managers from the 
remaining four cases seemed confused about their respective committee’s purpose. Results 
indicated the level of collaboration and understanding between stakeholders and managers, that 
was evident in the two ‘deviant’ case studies, was not evident in case A3, organisation A’s third 
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case study. Managers involved in case A3 had not undergone community-consultation skills 
training. 
8.3.1.4. Gap 4. Between the actual service and the promised service  
A summary of answers to sub-questions SQ 3.3. and SQ3.4. compared the communication 
sources that stakeholders considered influenced their expectations, with the communication 
sources that managers believed formed the basis of stakeholder listening expectations. 
The communications gap is that between what is actually delivered and what has been promised in 
terms of external communications such as media, publicity, local or national charters or annual 
reports (Donnelly et al, 1995). Stakeholders identified a range of communication sources 
considered to have influenced their expectations (Table 8.9.).  
‘Written procedures’ and ‘past experience’ with the organisation were the most frequently cited 
sources of communication that stakeholders believed to have influenced their expectations. 
Examples of written procedures included previous meeting minutes, interim-reports, documents 
that described the structure and purpose of the committee, and emails from managers. 
Organisation B stakeholders considered these communication sources had built unrealistic 
expectations. Examples included meeting minutes that listed actions to be taken on issues raised, 
but at meetings it was evident these actions were not taken by the organisation. Other examples 
included annual reports, advertising and company websites that promoted the existence of the 
committee as evidence the organisation was committed to listening to its stakeholders. In 
contrast, stakeholders perceived the process and outcomes of committee meetings reflected 
NON-effective organisational listening.  
Communication Source stakeholders managers 
Written procedures x x 
background briefing documents x  
email x  
meeting minutes x x 
interim-reports x x 
surveys & interviews x x 
guidelines & protocols x x 
agenda x x 
newsletter  x 
past experience with organisation x x 
relationship & sponsorship x org A 
brochures x  
advertisements x  
annual documents x  
did not know  x 
Table 8.9. Basis of stakeholder expectations 
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Stakeholders from both organisations cited the relationship built between stakeholders and the 
organisation as an influence on their expectations. Organisation A managers accurately identified 
this communication source, whereas organisation B managers did not identify relationships as an 
influence on stakeholder expectations (Table AB.13).  
8.4. Findings related to research question four  
Answers to RQ1, RQ2. and RQ3. identified attributes, qualities and communication sources that 
stakeholders associated with effective and conversely, NON-effective organisation listening.  
Responses were revisited to ascertain attributes, qualities and communication sources that 
stakeholders associated with both effective and NON-effective organisation listening to answer 
research question four: What factors enhance or impede competent listening between an 
organisation and its stakeholders? 
8.4.1. Factors that enhance or impede effective organisation listening 
Six factors that most frequently influenced stakeholder perceptions as to whether an organisation 
listened effectively during stakeholder engagement were detected:  
• appropriate organisation behaviour 
• sincerity 
• knowledge 
• comprehension 
• corporate culture 
• speech conditions 
 
The communication strategies associated with each factor are described.  
8.4.1.1. Appropriate organisation behaviour 
Stakeholder perceptions as to whether an organisation listened effectively were influenced by 
interpersonal skills used by managers, social and written procedures associated with the planning 
and facilitation of organisation-stakeholder engagement events, the venue selected and the set-up 
of committee meetings. 
Findings consistently revealed that appropriate interpersonal skills including verbal, non-verbal 
and interaction-based behaviours used by managers to build and maintain organisation-
stakeholder relationships, influenced stakeholder perceptions of organisational listening.  
Appropriate social procedures designed to build and maintain long-term relationships between 
stakeholders and the organisation, were perceived by stakeholders to be an indication of effective 
organisation listening.  
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Written protocols and guidelines to ensure organisation representatives behaved in a manner that 
contributed to building relationships with stakeholders were considered indications the 
organisation listened effectively. Stakeholders evaluated an organisation’s listening effectiveness 
by the quality of meeting minutes, follow-up procedures and interim-reporting procedures.  
Selection and set-up of the venue was considered by stakeholders when evaluating an 
organisation’s listening effectiveness (Table 8.10.). 
 Communication strategies associated with appropriate organisation behaviour 
interpersonal skills  verbal addressed stakeholders by name 
open, honest answers to questions 
 non verbal open body language 
relaxed 
nodding 
smiling 
facial expressions 
eye contact 
 interaction-
based 
receptive 
empathic 
approachable at informal & formal times 
open-minded 
interested 
showed appreciation stakeholders attend committee meetings 
respectful 
attentive 
caring 
courteous 
social procedures   continuity in stakeholder-engagement team membership 
staff member greeted stakeholders by name 
name tags 
friendly hospitable atmosphere 
written procedures guidelines & 
protocols 
committee terms of reference 
Chairperson terms of reference 
guiding principles for committee 
position description for stakeholder-engagement team 
members 
community relations check-list 
accurate meeting minutes distributed in a timely manner 
media articles report committee outcomes 
background briefing material 
interim-reports by email, phone or letter 
written commitment to stakeholder engagement 
sponsorship 
venue & set-up  neutral venue 
venue was accessible for all committee members 
appropriate standard of facilities 
horseshoe set-up in room 
room was appropriate size  
appropriate level of catering 
Table 8.10. Communication strategies associated with appropriate organisation behaviour 
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8.4.1.2. Sincerity 
Stakeholders evaluated an organisation’s listening effectiveness by their perceptions as to whether 
the organisation was sincere in attempts to address stakeholder concerns. Sufficient resources 
devoted to stakeholder engagement activities, evidence of corporate sponsorship within the local 
community and action taken on issues raised during committee meetings symbolised an 
organisation’s level of sincerity (Table 8.11.). 
Communication strategies associated with sincerity 
well-resourced 
stakeholder 
engagement team 
team made regular contact with stakeholders 
background briefing for guest speakers re committee objectives 
demonstrated stakeholder participation was valued 
corporate sponsorship 
managers attend 
committee 
meetings regularly 
managers were familiar with social norms of committee 
managers presented information in appropriate manner  
managers were familiar with committee objectives 
sufficient 
resources 
devoted to 
stakeholder 
engagement 
capable 
chairperson  
presentations kept to time 
clarified statements 
managed question time 
take action on 
issues raised 
follow-up on issues 
raised 
acknowledgement in minutes 
managers continued discussions post-meeting 
interim-reports with status of actions taken 
Table 8.11. Communication strategies associated with sincerity 
8.4.1.3. Knowledge 
Stakeholders viewed an organisation that proactively strived to gain an understanding of 
stakeholder concerns, and continuously monitored the organisation’s level of credibility within 
the community, as one that listened effectively. Results support the argument for organisations to 
regularly conduct communication audits, as a means to diagnosis an organisation’s level of 
credibility with its internal and external stakeholders (Table 8.12.).  
Communication strategies associated with knowledge 
knowledge of 
community 
perceptions & 
issues 
communication audit monitored organisation’s credibility  
monitored stakeholder concerns 
balanced interests of both parties 
manager expertise  internal 
communication 
procedures 
managers had knowledge of area of responsibility 
appropriate decision-makers attended meeting 
managers had background re topics on agenda 
managers knew stakeholder groups represented 
managers answered questions honestly 
managers attended meetings regularly 
Table 8.12. Communication strategies associated with knowledge 
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8.4.1.4. Comprehension 
Stakeholders perceived the level of understanding between an organisation and its stakeholders as 
a factor that enhanced or impeded effective organisation listening (Table 8.13.). 
Communication strategies associated with comprehension 
create mutual 
understanding 
managers understood stakeholder expectations 
comprehensible language used in presentations  
openness & transparency 
asked & answered questions 
emails, letters, web-content, phone calls, site tours 
distribution of background material prior to meeting 
accurate minute-taking 
mutual understanding of 
committee goals & 
objectives 
managers & stakeholders knew & adhered to committee terms of reference 
managers were familiar with committee objectives 
managers understood committee social & procedural norms.  
Table 8.13. Communication strategies associated with comprehension 
8.4.1.5. Corporate Culture 
Results concur with suggestions that a strong relationship exists between the culture of an 
organisation and effective communication (Redding, as cited in Tompkins & Wanca-Thibault, 
2001; Scholes & Clutterbuck, 1998; Senge, 2006). Stakeholders perceived an organisation’s 
corporate culture as a factor that enhanced or impeded effective listening between an 
organisation and its stakeholders. Commitment from top management, participative decision-
making, trust, credibility, openness and transparency emerged as criteria that stakeholders 
associated with an ideal management climate for effective organisational listening (Table 8.14.). 
Communication strategies associated with corporate culture 
management commitment led from the top 
written & verbal commitment to open transparent communication  
build trust 
participatory decision 
making 
stakeholders have influence on decisions 
managers believe in organisation’s capacity to change 
Table 8.14. Communication strategies associated with corporate culture 
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8.4.1.6. Speech conditions 
Stakeholders perceived the following speech conditions to enhance or impede genuine 
organisation-stakeholder dialogue during committee meetings (Table 8.15. and Table 8.16.).  
Speech conditions that enhanced organisation-stakeholder dialogue 
symmetrical 
communication 
mutual equality 
interspersed manager-stakeholder seating arrangements 
stakeholders challenged organisational policies or actions 
managers actively sought feedback 
managers encouraged questions 
all participants encouraged to speak 
equal number of agenda topics for stakeholder & organisation-led issues 
equal time allocated to stakeholder-led & organisation-led topics 
free to raise any proposition managers actively solicited stakeholder contributions of new issues 
stakeholders had input on proposed agenda items 
full & equal treatment of 
issues raised 
managers answered or referred questions to appropriate department 
responsive system evident for follow-up on issues 
personal contact established with managers to deal with issues 
Table 8.15. Speech conditions that enhanced dialogue 
Speech conditions that impeded organisation-stakeholder dialogue 
unconscious deception guest speakers presented a barrage of information, allowed little time 
for questions, and left immediately after presentation 
managers arrive late & refer to their ‘busy schedule’ 
stakeholders told they were privileged to have senior managers attend 
guest speakers arrived with entourage 
chair person restricted or prevented stakeholder questions 
‘commercial in confidence’ used as justification for a lack of openness 
or transparency 
neither party prepared to acknowledge the legitimacy of opposing 
viewpoints 
conscious deception policy or product presented to committee as a fait accompli 
organisation requested stakeholder feedback too late to impact 
decision-making process 
more than 50% of agenda was devoted to organisation-led topics 
agenda structured to ensure stakeholder-led topics had minimum time  
managers gave ‘corporate line’ rather than address stakeholder issues 
managers avoided answering questions 
no satisfactory response to questions raised meeting after meeting 
Table 8.16. Speech conditions that impeded dialogue 
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8.5. Summary 
This chapter answered the first four research questions developed for this study. Findings related 
to each research question were summarised and interpretations related to each finding were 
discussed. A review of responses to research questions one, two and three revealed six factors 
that most frequently influenced stakeholder perceptions as to whether an organisation listened 
effectively during stakeholder engagement. Chapter nine commences with answers to the final 
research question by presenting this study’s contribution to the theory and practice of 
organisation-stakeholder communication. 
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CHAPTER NINE: CONTRIBUTIONS OF THE STUDY 
This Chapter commences by answering the final research question of the study. This section is 
followed by an exploration of the limitations of the study and directions for future research. 
Reflections on the significant milestones that occurred during the duration of the study conclude 
this Chapter.  
9.1. Findings related to research question five 
RQ.5. What can be learned from the experiences of stakeholders and managers in this study that  informs theory 
and practice within the specialised form of organisational communication, organisation-stakeholder 
engagement? 
9.1.1. Contributions to the study of organisation listening competency 
Listening researchers note there has been a lack of research conducted to understand the listening 
experience, and to help individuals understand what is required of them in their role as listener 
within particular social and cultural contexts (Coakley et al, 1996; Purdy, 2004). The present study 
addresses this lack of research by providing empirical evidence to help organisations and 
researchers gain a deeper understanding of what stakeholders expect from an organisation that 
listens competently to its stakeholders.  
Results from this study confirm stakeholder expectations of ‘effective organisational listening’ 
correspond with Wolvin & Coakley’s (1994) and Cooper’s (1997) description of competent 
listening. 
For the purposes of this study, listening competency was defined as the presence of affective, 
cognitive and behavioural attributes that contribute to ‘accuracy’, the perception that the listener 
has accurately received and understood the message sent, and ‘effectiveness’, where the listener 
demonstrates supportive behaviour to enhance the relationship between speaker and listener 
(Wolvin and Coakley, 1994; Cooper 1997).  
Empirical evidence revealed stakeholder descriptions of attributes and qualities they expected 
from an organisation that listened ‘effectively’ corresponded with the definition of listening 
competency adopted for this study. Stakeholders described an effective listening organisation as 
an organisation that incorporated values and actions to listen accurately - the perception that the 
organisation has accurately received and understood the message sent, and in a supportive 
manner - that enhanced the relationship between an organisation and its stakeholders.  
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Interpretation of themes described by stakeholders revealed a large proportion of stakeholder 
expectations and perceptions comprised attitudes, skills and behaviours considered ‘appropriate’, 
adhering to the norms and rules within the given context, the organisation-stakeholder 
engagement event. Stakeholders expected the organisation to develop and implement written and 
social procedures that not only enhanced the organisation’s ability to accurately receive and 
comprehend issues raised, but also gave attention to the individual and the relationship between 
participants.  
Results concurred with public relations, organisational communication and stakeholder 
engagement literature that emphasise the importance of building, maintaining and negotiating 
mutually beneficial organisation-stakeholder relationships (Argenti, 1998; Botan, 1997; Bruning & 
Ledingham, 2000; Heath, 2001; Hummels, 1998; Goodman, 2000). In this study, the majority of 
stakeholder expectations related to interaction-based, verbal and non-verbal behaviours, and 
appropriate organisation procedures that contributed to building and maintaining long-term 
relationships between stakeholders and the organisation (Table 8.2.). During stakeholder 
engagement events, stakeholders expected organisation representatives to create an atmosphere 
of mutual equality, inclusion and trust, conducive to open, symmetrical, two-way dialogue 
between the organisation and stakeholders.  
Empirical data from this study confirmed the presence of qualities identified by Coakley et al 
(1996) in their study of expectations and perceptions associated with an effective listener. This 
study extends understanding of organisational listening competency by the identification of 
additional qualities, associated with a competent listening organisation. An important 
contribution of this research is development of a taxonomy of qualities associated with 
competent organisational listening (QCL taxonomy) (Appendix 4.1.). The QCL taxonomy, 
presented as an outcome of this research, provides a deeper understanding of qualities associated 
with a competent listening organisation.  
9.1.2. Contributions to the study of participatory communication  
Empirical data was viewed through two different prisms: data was examined within the 
framework of constructs from listening competency literature, and re-examined within the 
framework of constructs from participatory communication literature. Organisational 
communication and participatory communication scholars acknowledge more research is 
required to develop methods of evaluating effective, two-way, participatory communication 
(Cheney & Christensen, 2001; Deetz, 1992, 2001). 
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Results confirmed Jacobson’s (2007b) model of participatory communication as a method to 
evaluate competent organisational listening. Evidence supported Jacobson’s (2007b) assertion 
that “if citizens are allowed to challenge … validity claims, and if speech conditions are fully met 
in resulting debates, then citizens are more likely to feel they have been heard” (p.14). Findings 
revealed synergies between conditions stakeholders used as a basis for assessing an organisation’s 
listening competency and the categories of validity claims and speech conditions used as a basis 
for assessing participatory communication (Jacobson, 2007a, 2007b). A description of synergies 
follows. 
When data was examined within the framework of constructs from listening competency 
literature, it was evident that stakeholders evaluated an organisation’s level of ‘accuracy’ by 
assessing the accuracy of managers’ understanding of the purpose of the stakeholder engagement 
event, the organisation’s knowledge of stakeholder issues, and manager levels of understanding as 
regards stakeholder concerns. When data was re-examined within the framework of constructs 
from participatory communication literature, it was evident the validity claims of ‘knowledge’ and 
‘comprehension’, were terms compatible with stakeholder evaluations of ‘accuracy’ and 
‘comprehension’, two concepts within the definition of listening competency (Table 9.1.).  
Stakeholder descriptions Participatory Communication Listening Competency 
managers’ understanding of: 
stakeholder concerns 
committee guidelines & protocols 
validity claims:  
knowledge & comprehension 
 
accuracy  & comprehension 
 
financial resources 
organisation procedures 
actions taken by organisation 
validity claim: sincerity  
 
provided support for relationship 
between listener & sender 
attitudes, skills & behaviours that 
did not violate social norms or 
procedural norms  
validity claim: appropriate  presence of appropriate affective, 
cognitive & behavioural 
attributes 
communication strategies & 
organisation procedures that 
enhanced organisation-
stakeholder dialogue 
ideal speech conditions presence of affective, cognitive 
& behavioural attributes that 
contributed to accuracy & 
effectiveness 
Table 9.1.  Synergies between participatory communication and listening competency 
The validity claims of ‘sincerity’ and ‘appropriate’ were compatible with stakeholder evaluations 
of behaviours that were ‘appropriate’ and ‘provided support’ for the relationship between listener 
and sender, concepts within the definition of organisation listening competency adopted for this 
study (Table 9.1.). 
Stakeholders perceived an organisation’s efforts to build relationships with committee members 
as an indicator of the third validity claim ‘sincerity’, assessed in Jacobson’s (2007b) participatory 
communication model. Stakeholders evaluated the level of financial and human resources 
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allocated to stakeholder engagement by an organisation, and an organisation’s past record in 
taking action on issues raised, when assessing an organisation’s ‘sincerity’ in attempts to listen to 
its stakeholders(Table 9.1.).  
The presence or absence of ‘appropriate’ behaviour exhibited by an organisation is the fourth 
validity claim assessed in Jacobson’s (2007b) participatory communication model. Results in this 
study revealed stakeholders evaluated organisational listening competency by the presence or 
absence of ‘appropriate’ interpersonal behaviours and evidence of ‘appropriate’ organisational 
procedures that provided support for the organisation-stakeholder relationship. Stakeholders 
used the term ‘appropriate’ to describe attitudes, skills and behaviours that built or maintained 
organisation-stakeholder relationships, and that did not violate social norms or rules, within the 
context of organisation-stakeholder engagement events (Table 9.1.).  
Scholars in the fields of organisational communication, public relations and stakeholder 
engagement, consider a pre-requisite for maintaining positive organisation-stakeholder 
relationships is the practice of two-way, symmetrical dialogue (Cheney & Christensen, 2001; 
Crane & Livesey, 2003; Gao & Zhang, 2001; Kent & Taylor, 2002; Seitel, 2004). 
Jacobson’s model of participatory communication (2007b) uses the concepts of ‘ideal speech 
conditions’, as criteria to examine whether genuine dialogue was practiced during a given 
communication exchange.  
In this study, stakeholder perceptions as to whether or not genuine dialogue, or ‘ideal speech 
conditions’ were met during their respective committee meetings, confirmed Johnson–Cramer et 
al’s (2003) assertion that dialogue involves shared understanding between a company and its 
stakeholders, and interactive behaviours, including listening, that acknowledge one another’s 
position.  
Jacobson’s (2007b) model provides a deeper understanding of Johnson-Cramer et al’s (2003) 
academic conceptualisation of dialogue, by detailing specific communicative processes that 
enhance genuine, two-way dialogue. When data was examined within the framework of 
constructs from participatory communication literature, stakeholders identified communication 
strategies and organisation procedures that enhanced ideal speech conditions, or organisation-
stakeholder dialogue (Table 9.1.).  
An exciting contribution from the current study was the discovery that Jacobson’s (2007b) 
model, comprising an extension of Habermas’s theory of Communicative Action, provides a 
framework to gain insights into specific communication strategies and organisation procedures 
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that stakeholders perceived as barriers to genuine organisation-stakeholder dialogue. Stakeholders 
described situations when symmetrical opportunities to contribute to the discussion were not 
provided and examples when participants did not feel free to question any proposal during 
committee meetings. Jacobson’s (2007b) model provided a method to determine whether 
stakeholder descriptions of asymmetrical communicative exchanges were examples of an 
organisation practicing conscious deception (manipulation) or unconscious deception 
(systematically distorted communication) during organisation-stakeholder engagement events 
(Deetz, 1992, 2001; Jacobson, 2004, 2007a, 2007b).  
9.2. Implications for practice 
Findings indicate this research expands the use of qualitative research methods in the study of 
managerial communication. In addition, the results have implications for the practice of 
organisation-stakeholder communication and management communication training.  
9.2.1. Qualitative research methods for managerial communication study 
The study advances the use of qualitative research methods to important new dimensions in the 
study of managerial communication. Adaptation of the Jacobson model of participatory 
communication to mutual perceptions of stakeholders and managers opens up new opportunities 
for the examination of stakeholder-organisation communication. The combination of listening 
competency and participatory communication prisms with qualitative data sources (interviews, 
observation, documents and archival records) provides a rich basis for case study analysis within 
the multidisciplinary area of organisational communication.  The study provides tools useful for 
others working in the area of multi-stakeholder collaboration.  
9.2.2. Implications for the practice of stakeholder communication 
Application of Zeithaml et al’s (1990) service quality model assessed stakeholder perceptions of 
the current quality of organisational listening and provided insight into stakeholder expectations 
of what that service should be (Donnelly et al, 1995). When gaps between stakeholder 
expectations and perceptions were found, Zeithaml et al’s (1990) model provided insight into 
communication practices that would improve the quality of organisation listening offered to 
stakeholders.  
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Empirical data revealed a gap in management understanding of stakeholder expectations. The 
service quality model identified inadequate research undertaken by an organisation as one reason 
for this gap. This result was consistent with literature from organisational communication, public 
relations and service quality that suggests an essential component in building organisation-
stakeholder relationships is ‘stakeholder analysis’ (Argenti, 1998; Crane & Livesey, 2003; 
Donnelly et al, 1995; Gable & Shireman, 2005; Shelby, 1993). The process involves a 
communication audit, undertaken by an organisation, to diagnose the level of credibility an 
organisation has with its internal and external stakeholders, to discover current issues that are 
important to stakeholders, identify key stakeholders within a community and to ascertain 
stakeholder communication needs.  In the current study, community audits were undertaken by 
the two ‘deviant’ case studies, cases A1 and A2. Results revealed that managers involved in cases 
A1 and A2 accurately estimated stakeholder listening expectations were met during their 
respective committee meetings.  
Service quality literature suggests poor internal communication can be a reason for a gap in 
management understanding of stakeholder expectations (Donnelly et al, 1995). Organisation B 
stakeholders and managers provided examples of poor communication between the Community 
Relations Manager, guest speakers and upper management, when describing examples of NON-
effective organisation listening perceived.  
Performance standards and specifications provide staff with guidance as to appropriate standards 
of conduct during service delivery (Donnelly et al, 1995). In the current study, a lack of 
performance criteria for managers was identified as a reason for discrepancies between 
stakeholder expectations and actual perceptions of organisational listening competency. Interview 
transcripts and analysis of documents indicated neither organisation had performance standards 
that set quality specifications associated with competent organisational listening.  
Empirical data indicated a lack of resources allocated to stakeholder engagement was a 
contributing factor to discrepancies between stakeholder expectations and perceptions of 
organisational listening competency Stakeholders and managers from one organisation described 
constant staff reductions in the team responsible for stakeholder engagement as a contributing 
factor to perceptions of NON-effective organisational listening.  
A possible cause for a gap between performance standards designed by an organisation and 
service delivered by staff is inadequate quality control procedures (Donnelly et al, 1995). 
Inadequate written procedures and inadequate staff training were identified as reasons for the 
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delivery of organisational listening competency at a standard less than stakeholders expected 
during their respective committee meetings.  
Media articles, publicity, charters, annual reports and other external communication produced by 
the organisation can contribute to an imbalance between expectations and experiences (Donnelly 
et al, 1995). In this study, managers accurately identify ‘written procedures’ and ‘past experience’ 
as the main communication sources that influenced stakeholder expectations. Managers were less 
accurate in estimating the importance of the relationship established between stakeholders and 
the organisation, community-sponsorship, annual documents, brochures, advertisements, and 
promotion of the committee’s existence, as communication sources that influenced stakeholder 
expectations.  
An important contribution to the practice of organisation-stakeholder communication is a 
questionnaire developed as a result of findings from the study. The Burnside Organisational 
Listening Competency Questionnaire combines concepts from listening competency, 
participatory communication and service quality to assess the listening competency of an 
organisation involved in stakeholder engagement (Appendix 8.1).  
9.2.3. Implications for management training 
Results from this study extend current knowledge of the role of public relations in the 
management of communication between organisations and their stakeholders. Results support 
Botan’s (1997) contention that ethical strategic business communication is evaluated not so much 
in terms of its content as its process – the relationship developed between participants and the 
attitudes and values this reflects. In this study, stakeholders evaluated an organisation’s listening 
effectiveness by their perceptions as to whether the procedures and process undertaken by an 
organisation contributed to the creation and maintenance of long-term relationships with 
stakeholders.  
A relational approach to public relations posits organisations must build long-term relationships 
with publics within their environment, and that the quality of these relationships is the 
responsibility of the public relations function (Grunig & Grunig, 2000). An important finding 
from this research was that corporate communications or public relations departments are best-
placed to take responsibility for stakeholder engagement. The department becomes the 
communication medium through which stakeholders make concerns known within the 
organisation. Specifications and performance standards for the department and manager 
responsible for stakeholder engagement should reflect the organisation’s commitment to 
competent organisational listening. Empirical evidence in this study demonstrated a 
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communication department that monitored stakeholder perceptions of the organisation, 
including perceptions of the organisation’s relationship with stakeholders, positively influenced 
stakeholder perceptions of the organisation’s listening competency.  
Results from this study concurred with Halal’s (1998, 2001) contention that a new breed of 
manager is required to manage stakeholder relationships with an organisation. Empirical evidence 
supported the argument that dialogue, negotiation, and interpersonal communication skills, 
including listening and understanding, are required by corporate communicators involved in 
stakeholder communication (Bruning et al, 2004; Grunig, 2001; Kent & Taylor, 2002; Ledingham, 
2003). Results indicated community-consultation training should emphasise the importance of 
maintaining a balance between ‘communication process’ and delivery of ‘outcomes’ during 
stakeholder-organisation exchanges. Findings form this study highlight the importance of 
providing interpersonal skills training for organisation representatives whose work practices are 
primarily concerned with facts, data and outcomes. Managers involved at the organisation-
stakeholder interface require skills in verbal, non-verbal and interaction-based behaviours in 
order to build and maintain positive organisation-stakeholder relationships. Additional training 
requirements include negotiation skills to facilitate consideration of different points of view, and 
to build bridges between conflicting interests, political bargaining and collaborative problem-
solving. 
Thus, managers involved in organisation-stakeholder communication require training in 
community-consultation skills. Empirical data from this study indicated corporate 
communications professionals with expertise in community consultation were best placed to 
deliver community-consultation skills training for managers.  
The study isolated six factors that stakeholders believed enhance or impede competent 
organisational listening:  
• appropriate organisation behaviour 
• knowledge  
• sincerity 
• comprehension 
• corporate culture  
• speech conditions 
 
A significant outcome from this study is an understanding of specific communication skills, 
associated with each factor, required by managers involved in building and maintaining positive 
organisation-stakeholder relationships.   
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9.3. Limitations of the study  
Despite the significant implications and findings of this research, this study does have limitations. 
The current study was limited to six case studies, with an average of six participants interviewed 
at each site. As a result, the study was limited by the perspectives included amongst interview 
participants. One strategy to overcome this limitation was to effect a theoretical sample of 
stakeholders and managers interviewed (Miles & Huberman, 1994). Of the twenty stakeholders 
interviewed seven had been members of their respective stakeholder-organisation committee for 
at least four years and thirteen had been committee members for less than four years. Eight 
female and twelve male stakeholders were interviewed. Nine stakeholders were between 20–49 
years of age and eleven stakeholders were between 50-85 years of age when interviewed 
(Appendix 3.4.). 
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Of the nineteen managers interviewed, seven had been members of their respective organisation-
stakeholder committee for more than one year, and twelve had been committee members for less 
than one year. Fifteen male and four female managers were interviewed for the study. Thirteen 
managers were between 25-49 years of age and six managers were between 50-65 years of age 
when interviewed (Appendix 3.4.). 
A second limitation of this research was that all six case studies were Australian-based. As a 
result, this study did not include the influence of cultural diversity on stakeholder expectations 
and perceptions of organisation listening competency. One focus of this research project was to 
explore applicability of a data analysis method not previously conducted. Data was examined 
within the framework of constructs from listening competency literature and re-examined within 
the framework of constructs from participatory communication literature. For this reason, the 
exclusion of cultural variations could be considered an advantage at this early stage of competent 
organisational listening research. Eisenhardt (1989) advises that selection of an appropriate 
population controls extraneous variation and helps to define the limits for generalising the 
findings. Both companies that participated in the study have business operations in Europe and 
the Asia-Pacific region, therefore this limitation could also be considered a future opportunity, 
and will be discussed further in the next section.  
A final limitation of this study was the extent that results can be generalised. Silverman (2006) 
describes this as a perennial worry of many qualitative or case-study researchers as they answer 
the question “is it possible to generalise from cases to populations without following a purely 
statistical logic?” (p. 304). Stake (1994) refers to the ‘intrinsic case study’, where the individuality 
of the case is the focus, and therefore, no attempt is made to generalise beyond that single case. 
Other qualitative researchers disagree; suggesting qualitative research should aim to produce 
explanations which are, in some way, representative of a wider construct than the individual case 
(Mason, 1996; Silverman, 2006; Yin, 1994, 2009).  
Yin (1994, p.10) states the purpose of case studies is to expand and generalise theories (analytic 
generalisation), not to enumerate frequencies (statistical generalisation). Issues of generalisability 
were accommodated in two ways in this study. In the first instance, to accommodate 
generalisability, ‘theoretical sampling’ and selection of ‘deviant cases’ was undertaken (Silverman, 
2006). Selection of the two participating organisations was considered an example of theoretical 
sampling (Mason, 1996; Silverman, 2006). Chapter 2 described development of a theoretical 
framework for the study, based on a multi-disciplinary review of literature and theories. The 
chapter concluded with a series of research questions, based on the preceding ‘theoretically 
defined universe’ developed in the literature review (Silverman, 2006, p. 309). This ‘theoretically 
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defined universe’ guided the sampling choice of organisations, considered to be representative of 
a wider population of organisations that engage in face-to-face consultation with their 
stakeholders. Thus, theoretical sampling was undertaken to select two organisations based on 
their relevance to this study’s research questions, and their ability to provide an explanation of 
organisational listening competency (Mason, 1996).  
The second strategy to accommodate generalisability, involved selection of at least one ‘deviant’ 
case that would not necessarily support key aspects involved in the researcher’s argument 
(Silverman, 2006). Organisation A provided two cases for the study where managers had 
undergone community-consultation skills training. The opportunity arose to select a third case 
from organisation A where management involved in stakeholder engagement had not received 
any community-consultation skills training. This case was selected, and presented an example of 
choosing a ‘deviant’ case because if offered intra-organisational comparison, comparing the three 
cases within one organisation, and provided a crucial test of one component of the study’s 
theoretical framework-the influence of management community-consultation skills training on 
stakeholder perceptions of an organisation’s listening competency. 
The two cases where managers had undergone community-consultation skills training were also 
viewed as ‘deviant’ cases during the study. Organisation B provided three cases where 
management had not undergone any community-consultation skills training. The combination of 
within-case and cross-case analysis allowed the two case studies where community consultation 
skills training had been conducted to be considered examples of ‘deviant cases’, as management 
training was a point of differentiation between the two ‘deviant’ cases and the remaining four 
case studies.  
9.4. Implications for future research 
This study contributes important findings to the study of organisational communication, public 
relations, stakeholder and participatory communication. Results from this research project also 
point to future directions for organisational communication research within the context of 
organisation-stakeholder engagement.  
One limitation of this study was the lack of cultural diversity within the six participating case 
studies. An increase in global businesses has meant that issues of diversity need to be considered 
in workplace communication. Bentley (2000) advocates listening research be conducted to 
explore diversity and the resulting adaptations that have been made to workplace listening. The 
Burnside Organisational Listening Competency Questionnaire, developed as an outcome of this 
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research, is considered applicable within international contexts (Appendix 8.1.). Thus, an 
international research project using the Burnside Organisational Listening Competency 
Questionnaire to explore whether issues of diversity impact upon stakeholder expectations and 
perceptions of competent organisational listening, is a logical next step in the study of 
organisational listening competency.  
There are many different options for an international study within the context of organisation-
stakeholder engagement. An intra-organisational study to explore different case studies owned by 
one organisation, but situated in different countries is one possible direction for future research. 
The intra-organisational study could explore the impact of gender, cultural, age or education 
diversity on stakeholder expectations and perceptions of organisational listening competency. A 
cross-case comparison between individual case studies owned by different organisations and 
based in different countries is another possible direction for future research. Both research 
directions would contribute further valuable insights into stakeholder expectations and 
perceptions of organisational listening competency for organisations operating within a global 
environment.  
This study identified specific communication strategies associated with six factors considered to 
influence stakeholder perceptions of organisation listening competence (Table 8.12.). A possible 
direction for future research involves further examination of the impact of community-
consultation skills training on the quality of managerial listening delivered during organisation-
stakeholder engagement events. Further research centred on the relationship between 
community-consultation skills training and stakeholder perceptions of organisation listening 
competence could yield important insights into the role of community-consultation training in 
organisational listening competency. This research direction would have positive implications for 
the body of knowledge in organisational communication, participatory communication and 
public relations.  
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9.5. Conclusion 
The completion of this research project signals the beginning of this author’s journey to explore 
organisational listening competence. The purpose of the study was to explore the listening 
competency of two organisations during organisation-stakeholder engagement events with their 
respective stakeholders. The objective was not to produce a normative model of organisational–
stakeholder listening, but to explore organisational listening practices within a specific context, 
using a framework that connects, assesses and extends current literature.  
The theoretical implications include an increased understanding of stakeholder expectations of 
competent organisational listening. The Qualities of a Competent Listening Organisation (the 
QCL taxonomy) developed during this research, provides a deeper understanding of qualities 
associated with a competent listening organisation. A significant outcome of the study was 
development of the Burnside Organisational Listening Competency Questionnaire. The 
questionnaire provides a basis for assessing the listening competency of organisations involved in 
stakeholder engagement.  
As a result of data analysed through the two prisms of Coakley et al’s (1996) framework of 
listening expectations and perceptions, and Jacobson’s (2007b) model of participatory 
communication, the current study revealed six factors that most frequently influenced 
stakeholder perceptions as to whether an organisation listened effectively during stakeholder 
engagement. Communication strategies associated with the six factors were described.  
This study provides important implications for strategic business communication training. 
Findings from this study include an extension in current knowledge of management training 
required for organisation representatives involved in consultation between an organisation and its 
stakeholders. In addition, findings strengthen our understanding of specific communication 
strategies that facilitate genuine organisation-stakeholder dialogue. Organisation-stakeholder 
engagement events involve continual negotiation, listening and genuine dialogue amongst 
participants, to ensure both stakeholder and an organisation’s interests are met. Future research 
in organisational listening competence would bring further advancements to the body of 
knowledge in organisational communication, public relations, stakeholder and participatory 
communication. 
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9.6. Reflections 
The final section of this Chapter describes the significant milestones that occurred during the 
journey undertaken to convert a vague and initially incoherent idea into a 100,000 word thesis 
with significant multi-disciplinary theoretical and practical contributions. Each milestone 
represents an important event or events that significantly contributed to the progression of this 
study and to the professional and/or personal development of the author.   
9.6.1. The research topic 
The focus of the current research project initially formed during the author’s fifteen year career 
as a communications practitioner. Observation and participation in organisation-stakeholder 
consultation events convinced the author that this was an area of communications/public 
relations work that lacked a guiding framework of ‘best practice’. The initial hypothesis that arose 
from this experience was that ‘organisation-stakeholder consultation’ was an oxymoron. 
Observation at organisation-stakeholder events indicated that stakeholders attended consultation 
meetings believing there was an opportunity for dialogue and mutual decision-making, however 
organisations primarily conducted the stakeholder engagement events to comply with legal 
requirements. In the majority of stakeholder events attended by this author, decisions were made 
by an organisation prior to any discussion with stakeholders.  
The opportunity to research this area of organisational communications arose when the author 
changed careers from practitioner to academic, and subsequently enrolled in an M.A. (Research) 
to explore organisation-stakeholder consultation. This led to the second milestone associated 
with the research project, selection of the Senior Supervisor. 
9.6.2. Selection of Senior Supervisor 
The advice, support and wisdom that Professor John F. Dalrymple contributed to the study was a 
primary contribution to the research project. John’s expertise in management research and 
practice was a valuable resource. During early discussions, John introduced this researcher to 
service quality literature, leading to an added dimension for the conceptual development of the 
research. John’s subtle suggestions guided development of the questionnaires and analysis of 
procedures and data during the pilot study. John’s style of supervision was a model this 
researcher will aspire to when supervising students undertaking Masters and PhD studies in the 
future. As a supervisor, John follows the student’s progress carefully, knowing when to 
contribute advice and when to let the researcher follow their own journey. His supervisory style 
was well-suited to this researcher.  
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9.6.3. The International Listening Association 
During the literature review, findings in the qualitative studies of listening researchers advanced 
this project significantly. The research topic became more refined as a result of the listening 
competency literature. The author’s membership in the International Listening Association was 
an outcome of the literature review. Membership has provided opportunities to present papers 
each year on the progress of this study at the International Listening Association Annual 
Conferences, and to receive valuable feedback from experienced listening researchers. The 
experience of presenting at international conferences, and establishing a network of colleagues 
with similar research interests, has been rewarding and exciting, both professionally and 
personally, and a key contribution to the project. In 2007, an opportunity arose to present a paper 
at the International Association of Media and Communication Research (IAMCR) conference. 
This event led to the next milestone for this study, the discovery of participatory communication 
literature and research.  
9.6.4. Participatory communication research 
A review of participatory communication literature provided a quantum leap for this project, and 
introduced the author to the work of scholars who take a critical approach to organisational 
communication and community development. This study’s application of Jacobson’s (2007b) 
participatory communication model, to examine whether stakeholders believe an organisation 
listens to them, provided a unique approach to the study of organisational listening competency. 
Becoming a member of IAMCR has introduced new areas of scholarship, and provided a 
network of colleagues in the area of community development with an interest in listening 
research. Presenting papers and listening to the work of fellow academics at IAMCR conferences 
has been a valuable contribution to the project and to the professional development of the 
author. One of the highlights of this study has been presenting conference papers and 
establishing an international collegial network.  
9.6.5. The journey 
The final milestone for this study is the journey itself. During 4.5 years this project has taken the 
researcher on a journey of personal and professional development that has been rewarding in 
many different ways. The amount of learning undertaken during a PhD research project is 
immense. This author has no fear of the word “research” anymore! Research methodologies have 
been learnt, methods of data analysis and coding have been learnt and skills in using computer 
software during data analysis have been acquired.  
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Solitude is the constant companion of a PhD candidate. In addition, social skills are required 
during the journey. According to some researchers, one of the greatest challenges of a research 
project is to gain access to organisations or social contexts in which to undertake the research. 
Working with the two organisations participating in this study involved the use of 
communication skills and an ability to build and maintain relationships to ensure the experience 
for the organisations was a positive one. Upon reflection, the journey has provided some of the 
best experiences in my life. 
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APPENDIX 2.1. SERVQUAL ADAPTED TO EXPLORE 
PERCEPTIONS OF LISTENING COMPETENCY 
 Gap Areas of inquiry for current study 
Gap 1 Understanding consumers’ expectations is the first 
step in delivering high quality service.  
 
What are stakeholder’ ‘prescriptive’ 
expectations of an organisation that 
listens to its stakeholders  
 
Does management have an accurate 
understanding of stakeholder 
‘prescriptive’ listening expectations of 
organisations involved in organisation-
stakeholder engagement? 
 
What are stakeholder ‘predictive’ 
expectations of a specific organisation 
during a specific organisation–
stakeholder engagement  
 
Does management have an accurate 
understanding of stakeholders’ 
‘predictive’ listening expectations of 
their organisation prior to the specific 
organisation-stakeholder engagement? 
 
Gap 2 Once managers understand what customers expect, 
they must use this knowledge to set service-quality 
standards for the organisation.   
 
There are a range of factors which may prevent 
management from putting the systems in place to 
match or exceed customers expectations, including 
resource constraints and management indifference 
 
Explore whether the organisation has 
any service quality standards associated 
with organisation-stakeholder listening.  
 
Explore any barriers to systems for 
matching or exceeding stakeholder 
listening expectations  
 
Gap 3 In some cases management does understand 
customer’s expectations and does set appropriate 
specifications (either formally or informally), 
however, the service delivered by the organisation is 
less than the standard expected by consumers.  
 
May include that employees are unwilling or unable 
to perform a service at the level required, perhaps 
due to lack of training for staff involved in 
stakeholder consultation, lack of supervisory control 
systems, and lack of appropriate teamwork amongst 
staff involved in stakeholder consultation or poor 
employee–job fit.     
Explore any barriers to implementation 
or adherence to listening service quality 
standards 
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Appendix 2.1 SERVQUAL adapted to explore perceptions of 
listening competency (continued) 
 
Gap 4  Accurate and appropriate company communication, 
such as advertising, public relations, or marketing 
material, is essential to delivering services that 
customers perceive as high quality.    
 
The authors also warn that the potential for over 
promising in companies providing services.  
Explore what factors affected 
stakeholder expectations  
 
Explore whether any external 
communications have resulted in 
unrealistic stakeholder expectations  
 
Explore whether accurate records are 
taken and distributed amongst 
committee members  
 
Gap 5 Gap between stakeholder expectations and perceived 
service as a result of any differences between 
expectations and perceptions in Gap1-4 
Are there any gaps between stakeholder 
expectations of the organisation’s 
listening competency and their actual 
perceptions in Gaps 1-4 
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APPENDIX 3.1. EXAMPLE OF A PRIORI CODING SCHEME  
 
 
 
 
speech 
conditions 
violated 
Stakeholders
Case study number
Participatory communication Listening competency 
validity 
claims met 
validity 
claims 
challenged 
speech 
conditions 
met 
attributes 
expected 
qualities 
expected 
attributes 
perceived 
qualities 
perceived 
   
 
sub-nodes      
 
branch-nodes 
 
tree-nodes 
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APPENDIX 3.2. INVITATION TO PARTICIPATE LETTER 
R M İ T  University 
Design and Social Context Portfolio 
School of Media & Communication 
 
Dear  
 
My name is Judy Burnside-Lawry. I am conducting a research project for a Doctorate in Philosophy (PhD) at RMIT 
University. The aim of this research is to explore an organisation’s communication competency during a stakeholder 
consultation.  
 
The research will help organisations ensure that the processes used for stakeholder consultation promote rather than 
discourage dialogue (two-way) communication between the organisation and its stakeholders.  
 
You have been invited to participate because you are involved in communication between this organisation and key 
stakeholders. As part of the research you will be asked to participate in one interview. The interviews will be one-on-one 
with myself, and should not exceed 45  
 
The interviews may be recorded on audio tape. Data gathered will be stored securely (in a lockable filing cabinet and/or 
on a password-protected computer drive) and will only be accessible to myself, my Supervisor, and the project 
examiner. All data collected during the course of the research will be archived on a confidential basis for a minimum of 
five years from the examination date. No data will be disclosed to any other persons, with the exception of possible 
academic publication in conference papers, articles and book chapters. In the project itself, and any subsequent 
publications, I will use pseudonyms and generalise identifiable context to ensure the confidentiality of data. 
 
I hope that you will help by agreeing to participate in this project. Your participation is of course voluntary and if you 
agree to participate your rights include: 
• The right to withdraw your participation at any time, without prejudice 
• The right to have any unprocessed data withdrawn and destroyed, provided it can be reliably identified and 
provided that so doing does not increase any risk on your part 
• The right to have any questions answered at any time.  
 
If you agree to participate, please arrange a suitable time for your interview with [Community Relations Manager]. I 
have attached my details in case you would like more information. 
 
Judy Burnside-Lawry  
Phone: (03) 99253128  
Email: judy.lawry@rmit.edu.au 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
Judy Burnside-Lawry 
Lecturer, MA (Communication) 
Media and Communication 
Design and Social Context Portfolio 
RMIT University 
Any complaints about your participation in this project may be directed to the Secretary, RMIT Human Research Ethics Committee, 
University Secretariat, RMIT, GPO Box 2476V, Melbourne, 3001.  The telephone number is (03) 9925 1745.  
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APPENDIX 3.3. INFORMED CONSENT FORM 
R M İ T University 
Design and Social Context Portfolio 
School of Media & Communication 
 
 
PORTFOLIO OF Design and Social Context 
SCHOOL/CENTRE OF Media and Communication 
Name of participant:  
 
  
Name(s) of investigators:   (1) Judy Burnside-Lawry 
 
 Phone:  (03)99253128 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1. I have received a statement explaining the interview involved in this project. 
 
2.  I understand the interview will be held shortly after the next Community Consultation meeting. 
 
3.  I authorise the investigator to contact me to arrange a time for the interview, or to explain the 
project further, whichever I request. 
 
 
 
Name of Participant .........................................................................................................................  
 
Contact Phone ……………………………………………………………………………………… 
 
Contact Email. ……………………………………………………………………………………… 
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APPENDIX 3.4. SUMMARY OF INTERVIEW PARTICIPANTS 
 # Position on 
Committee 
Pseudonym Gender Age 
group 
Represents Length of time 
involved in 
committee 
1 stakeholder A1.S1. F 70-85 community 
group 
less than 12 months  
2 stakeholder A1.S2. F 36-49 school 
community 
less than 12 months 
3 stakeholder A1.S3 M 36-49 disabled 
community 
less than 12 months 
4 stakeholder A2.S1 M 70-85 community 
group 
2 years  
5 stakeholder A2.S2 F 50-69 community 
group 
2 years 
6 stakeholder  A2.S3 M 70-85 community 
group 
2 years 
7 stakeholder A2.S3 M 36-49 company  less than 12 months 
8 stakeholder A3.S1 F 36-49 community 
group 
first meeting 
9 stakeholder A3.S2 M 50-69 regulatory 
authority 
4 years 
10 stakeholder A3.S3 M 70-85 community 
rep 
4 years 
 
11 stakeholder B1.S1 F 20-35 community 
group 
less than 12 months 
12 stakeholder B1.S2 F 20-35 community 
group 
less than 12 months 
13 stakeholder B1.S3 M 50-65 community 
group 
6 years 
14  stakeholder  B1.S4 M 50-65 community 
group 
5-6 years 
15 stakeholder B2.S1 F 50-65 community 
group 
6 years 
16 stakeholder B2.S2 M 50-65 community 
group 
5 years 
17 stakeholder B2.S3 M 50-65 community 
group 
7 years 
18 stakeholder B3.S1 M 20-35 community 
group 
less than 12 months 
19 stakeholder B3.S2 F 36-49 community 
group 
less than 12 months 
20 stakeholder B3.S3 M 36-49 community 
group 
2 years 
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Appendix 3.4. Summary of Interview Participants (continued) 
 
# Position on 
Committee 
Pseudonym Gender Age 
group 
Represents Length of time 
involved in 
committee 
21 manager A1.M1 M 36-49 organisation less than 12 mths 
 
22 manager A1.M2 F 20-35 organisation less than 12 mths 
 
23 manager A1.M3 M 36-49 organisation less than 12 mths 
 
24 manager A2.M1 F 20-35 organisation less than 12 mths 
 
25 manager A2.M2 M 36-49 organisation 2 years 
 
26 manager A2.M3 M 36-49 organisation 2 years  
 
27 manager A2.M4 F 20-35 organisation 12 mths 
 
28 manager A3.M1 M 36-49 organisation 12 mths 
 
29 manager A3.M2 M 36-49 organisation 18mths 
 
30 manager A3.M3 M 36-49 organisation less than 12 mths 
 
31 manager B1.M1 F 36-49 organisation less than 12 mths 
 
32 manager B1.M2 M 36-49 organisation 2 years 
 
33 manager B1.M3 M 36-49 organisation less than 12 mths 
34 manager B2.M1 M 50-65 organisation 6years 
 
35 manager B2.M2 M 50-65 organisation less than 12 mths 
 
36 manager B2.M3 M 50-65 organisation less than 12 mths 
 
37 manager B3.M1 M 50-65 organisation less than 12 mths 
 
38 manager B3.M2 M 50-65 organisation less than 12 mths 
 
39 manager B3.M3 M 50-65 organisation less than 12 mths 
 
40 CRM A. CRM F 36-49 organisation 3 years 
 
41 CRM B.CRM M 50-65 organisation more than 5 yrs 
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APPENDIX 3.5. INTERVIEW PROTOCOL AND ATTACHMENTS 
Stakeholder 
Context 
Length of involvement in  [name of committee ] 
What do you know of  this [name of committee] 
Who asked you to participate?  
What do you understand your role to be in the [name of committee]? 
Have you been given any written instructions or guidelines as to how you are to conduct your 
segment of  
the[name of committee]? 
 Expectations 
1 What listening attitudes, skills and/or behaviours do you think an effective listener must 
have? Use additional paper if necessary 
this question to be answered by person writing a list 
2 What listening attitudes, skills and/or behaviours do you think an effective listening 
organisation must have when communicating with stakeholders? 
this question to be answered by the person writing a list 
3 Did you expect staff from [name of organisation] to possess these skills and abilities during 
the committee meeting? 
4 What did you know about [name of organisation] prior to the consultation that influenced 
your expectation of them as effective listeners?     
 
How did you find these things out?  
 
Had you received or seen any printed material or documents that influenced your 
expectation of them as effective listeners with their stakeholders? 
 
Tell me about any experience you may have had in  previous communication with them 
that may have influenced your expectation of them as effective listeners during the meeting 
5 At the recent meeting, do you think that [name of organisation] met the level of stakeholder 
listening that you were led to expect? 
6 What do you think may have influenced your expectations of [name of organisation]   
Show participant Attachment .Q.6, list of external communications as discussion points 
 Perceptions 
7 How would you describe the level of conflict between [name of organisation] and you on 
issues discussed during the committee meeting? 
. high                         high                        med                     low                   v. low 
mark on Attachment Q.7. 
8 Can you list the listening attitudes and skills that [name of organisation] staff possessed 
during your committee meeting and rate how often each occurred on the scale provided?   
Give participant copy of attachment Q.8. discuss using the lists they have provided in Q1&Q2 as a guide 
9 How do you rate [name of organisation] staff as listeners? 
 
     v. eff                     eff                    av                   ineff                       v. ineffective 
mark on Attachment Q.9.  
Why have you given them this rating? 
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Appendix 3.5. Interview Protocol and Attachments – Stakeholder 
(continued) 
 
10 Think about the meeting and the venue it was held in yesterday, can you describe any 
conditions or factors that you think assisted [name of organisation] staff in effectively 
listening to you?  
( prompt: acoustics,  setup, audiovisuals, etc) 
 
Think about the atmosphere, quality of the furnishings in the room, décor, catering and 
tell me what impression this made on you about the value [name of organisation] places 
on these meetings?  
 
Can you think of anything else that influenced you perceptions of [name of organisation] 
attitude 
regarding the importance the organisation places on listening to stakeholders 
11 Were there any conditions or factors that made it more difficult for [name of 
organisation] staff to effectively listen to you?  
(prompt: noises, structural problems, setup, audiovisuals, interruptions, lack of time, etc) 
12 Look at your list from Q. 8. In order of importance, please indicate what you believe are 
the most important listening abilities and skills that [name of organisation] staff 
possessed during the committee meeting? 
mark in order of importance on Attachment Q.8. 
13 Were there any times in particular that you felt [name of organisation] staff were listening 
very effectively? 
 
What worked well and why? 
14 Were there any times that you felt [name of organisation]staff were not listening to you      
effectively?  
 
What did not work well and why? 
15 Tell me about your relationship with [name of organisation] in general 
16 Tell me about your relationship with [name of organisation] regarding this issue/ with these 
particular representatives of [name of organisation] 
17 If you had a question or issue who would you contact at [name of organisation]? 
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Appendix 3.5. Interview Protocol and Attachments – Stakeholder 
(continued) 
 
Stakeholder ……………………………………………………………….. 
 
Q.1. An Effective Listener 
 
ATTITUDES SKILLS BEHAVIOURS 
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Appendix 3.5. Interview Protocol and Attachments – Stakeholder 
(continued) 
 
Q.2.An Effective Listening Organisation 
 
ATTITUDES SKILLS BEHAVIOURS 
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Appendix 3.5. Interview Protocol and Attachments – Stakeholder 
(continued) 
 
Q.7. Level of Conflict 
 
VERY HIGH 
 
 
HIGH 
 
 
MEDIUM 
 
 
LOW 
 
 
VERY LOW 
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Appendix 3.5. Interview Protocol and Attachments – Stakeholder 
(continued) 
 
Q.6 Influence on Stakeholder Expectations 
 
Website 
 
 
Emails 
 
 
Letters 
 
 
Advertising 
 
 
Brochures 
 
 
Other company communications (please specify) 
 
 
Past experience with another company (please specify) 
 
 
None of the above 
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Appendix 3.5. Interview Protocol and Attachments – Stakeholder 
(continued) 
 
Q. 8 Listening attitudes and skills that staff possessed during the meeting 
and rate how often each occurred 
 
Attitude Skills 
Behaviour 
 During 
entire time 
 
Most of 
the 
time 
Often Occasionally 
(3-4 times) 
Once or 
Twice 
Not at 
all 
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Appendix 3.5. Interview Protocol and Attachments – Stakeholder 
(continued) 
 
Q.9 How Do You Rate [name of organisation] staff as listeners? 
 
VERY EFFECTIVE 
 
 
EFFECTIVE 
 
 
AVERAGE 
 
 
INEFFECTIVE 
 
 
VERY INEFFECTIVE 
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Appendix 3.5. Interview Protocol and Attachments – Manager 
 
Context 
Length of involvement in [name of committee] 
 
What do you know of [name of committee]  
Who asked you to participate? 
What do you understand your role to be in [name of committee]? 
 
Have you been given any written instructions or guidelines as to how you are to conduct your 
segment of the [name of committee]? 
 Expectations 
1 What listening attitudes, skills and/or behaviours do you think an effective listener must 
have? (use additional paper if necessary)   
this question to be answered by person writing a list 
2 What listening attitudes, skills and/or behaviours do you think stakeholders expect from 
staff of an effective ‘listening organisation’ during a consultation?  
this question to be answered by person writing a list 
3 What listening attitudes, skills and/or behaviours do you think stakeholders expected 
from you during the recent [name of committee] meeting? 
4. What information regarding [name of organisation] commitment and ability to listen to 
stakeholders did the stakeholders have prior to [name of committee] meeting?      
 
How do you think they would have found this out? 
 
Would the stakeholders have received or seen any printed material or documents 
produced by [name of organisation] influencing their expectations of you as an effective 
listener with stakeholders? 
 
Would the stakeholders have had any previous experience with [name of organisation] 
that may have  
influenced their expectations of you as an effective listener with stakeholders? 
 
5 At the recent meeting, do you think you met the level of stakeholder listening that 
stakeholders were led to expect? 
6 What do you think may have had an influence on stakeholder expectations? 
Show participant Attachment  Q.6. list of external communications 
 Perceptions 
7 Can you list the listening attitudes, skills or behaviours that you possessed during the 
[name of committee] meeting and rate how often you demonstrated each on the scale 
provided?    
Give participant copy of attachment Q.7, discuss using the lists they have provided in Q1&Q2 as a guide
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8 How would you describe the level of conflict between [name of organisation]and 
stakeholders on issues discussed in the consultation? 
 
 v. high           high                        med                     low                   v. low 
Mark on Attachment Q.8. 
9 How do you rate yourself as a listener during the recent [name of committee] meeting? 
v.eff                             eff.                   av.                         ineff                      v. 
ineffective 
mark on Attachment 9 
Why have you given yourself this rating 
10 Think about the meeting and the venue it was held in yesterday. Can you describe any 
conditions or factors that assisted you in effectively listening to stakeholders?  
 (Prompt: acoustics,  setup, audiovisuals, etc) 
 
Think about the atmosphere, quality of the furnishings in the room, décor, catering and 
tell me what impression this would give stakeholders about the value [name of 
organisation] places on their meetings?  
 
Can you think of anything else that could have influenced stakeholders’ perceptions of 
[name of organisation]’s attitude regarding the importance the company places on 
listening to stakeholders? 
 
11 Were there any conditions or factors that made it more difficult to effectively listen to 
stakeholders? 
(Prompt: noises, structural problems, setup, audiovisuals, interruptions, etc) 
12 In order of importance, please indicate what you believe are the most important 
listening abilities, skills or behaviours that you possessed during the consultation? 
Mark on Attachment Q.7. 
13 Were there any times in particular that you felt you were listening very effectively? 
What worked well and why? 
14 Were there any times that you felt you were not listening very effectively? 
What did not work well and why? 
15 Do you have a position description? 
 
Does your Position Description mention an ability to effectively listen to stakeholders as 
a requirement?  If so describe     
16 Can you think of any performance standards that include the ability to listen effectively to 
stakeholders 
       and what this means?  If so describe 
17 Have you had a performance review at [name of organisation] that has included mention 
of your ability to listen to stakeholders?  If so describe. 
18 Have you received any training in listening during your employment at [name of 
organisation]? 
 
19 How would you describe your relationship with these stakeholders in general? 
20 How would you describe your relationship with these stakeholders regarding this issue/ 
with these particular representatives of stakeholder organisations? 
21 Will you receive any feedback or follow up from your presentation today? 
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Appendix 3.5. Interview Protocol and Attachments – Manager 
(continued) 
 
Q.1. An Effective Listener 
 
ATTITUDES SKILLS  BEHAVIOURS 
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Appendix 3.5. Interview Protocol and Attachments – Manager 
(continued) 
 
Q.2. Effective Listening Organisation 
 
ATTITUDES SKILLS  BEHAVIOURS 
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Appendix 3.5. Interview Protocol and Attachments – Manager 
(continued) 
 
Q. 6 Influence on Stakeholder Expectations 
 
Website 
 
Emails  
 
Letters 
 
Advertising 
 
Brochures 
 
Other company communications ( please specify) 
 
Past experience with another company ( please specify) 
 
None of the above 
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Appendix 3.5. Interview Protocol and Attachments – Manager 
(continued) 
 
Q. 7. Listening attitudes and skills that you possessed during your 
consultation and rate how often each occurred?  
 
Attitude  Skills 
Behaviour 
 During 
entire time 
 
Most of 
the 
time 
Often Occasionally 
(3-4 times) 
Once or 
Twice 
Not at 
all 
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Appendix 3.5. Interview Protocol and Attachments – Manager 
(continued) 
 
 
Q.8. Level of Conflict 
 
VERY HIGH 
 
 
HIGH 
 
 
MEDIUM 
 
 
LOW 
 
 
VERY LOW 
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Appendix 3.5. Interview Protocol and Attachments – Manager 
(continued) 
 
 
Q.9 Self-rate as a Listener 
 
VERY EFFECTIVE 
 
 
EFFECTIVE 
 
 
AVERAGE 
 
 
INEFFECTIVE 
 
 
VERY  INEFFECTIVE 
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APPENDIX 3.6. LISTENING COMPETENCY: WITHIN-CASE 
CODING 
Case B2: Stakeholder Expectations of an Effective Listening Organisation 
 
Microsoft Excel document extract 
Branch-node: 
Attributes expected  
Sub-nodes:  Number of accounts: 
Attitudes 15 
Skills 11 
Behaviours 8 
TOTAL 34 
 
 
Microsoft Excel document extract 
Branch-node 
Qualities expected 
Number of accounts 
# Sub-nodes           TOTAL  
1 Open minded 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 10 
2 attentive                       
3 is willing to listen 1                   1 
4 understand/comprehend 1                   1 
5 establish eye contact                       
6 respond appropriately 1 1 1 1 1 1         6 
7 cares/sincere                       
8 is interested                       
9 is approachable                       
10 use appropriate body language                       
11 supportive, empathy                       
12 is patient                       
13 hears well                     
14 is  optimistic            
15 is knowledgeable 1          1 
16 possesses a good memory                       
17 is responsible                       
18 is unselfish/respectful                        
19 receptive                       
20 objective                       
21 ask/answer questions                       
22 take action 1 1 1               3 
23 address all issues  1 1                 2 
24 appropriate corporate culture 1 1 1               3 
25 willing to change 1 1                 2 
26 appropriate organisation procedures 1 1 1 1  1           5 
27 appropriate staff involved                     
  TOTAL                     34 
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Appendix 3.6. Listening Competency: Within-case Coding 
(continued) 
 
Case B2: Stakeholder Expectations of an Effective Listening Organisation  
 
Microsoft Word document extract 
Branch-node: 
Qualities expected 
Words or  Sentences from Interview Transcripts 
 
 Stakeholder 
Pseudonym 
B1.S.1. 
Stakeholder 
Pseudonym 
B1.S.2. 
Stakeholder 
Pseudonym 
B1.S.3. 
Sub-node: 
Attitude 
 
1.willing to move 
parameters outside set 
plan 
1. think laterally  
23.address all issues 
brought up  
1.open to suggestions 
from people other than 
staff  
1.capacity to move 
beyond corporate policy 
pat answers 
24.willing to meet needs 
of people  
6.diplomatic  
22.listen and act as a 
result  
24.receptive corporate 
culture that rewards 
employees for listening 
and acting on consumer 
feedback  
1.look beyond corporate 
policy  
1.openness  
1.not defensive  
1.accepting of criticism  
25. willing to change  
1.attitude that org needs 
input from outside of org
Sub-node: 
Skills 
15.knowledge of core 
business 
6.know how to refer 
info to relevant person 
within org  
26.process  
3.listen not tell  
23.ability to address 
issues 
4.be aware of what 
people mean  
26.set up mechanisms to 
reach out to stakeholders  
25.use criticism as a 
positive to make changes 
1.have a broad outreach  
26.contact with 
stakeholders  
26. have process for 
carrying 
message back into the 
organisation  
Sub-node:  
Behaviours 
 
6. give answers that 
address question 
directly  
6.give response 
22.prepared to act on 
suggestions  
6.honest answers  
6.use lay person language  
24.culture driven by CEO 
22.act on feedback 
26.allocate resources to 
bring in feedback 
 
*numbers correspond to Sub-nodes: Qualities expected’ numbers (excel document extract) 
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APPENDIX 3.7. INTRA-ORGANISATION COMPARISON 
Organisation A: Stakeholder Expectations of a Competent Listening Organisation 
 
 
extract from Microsoft Excel document 
Branch-node: 
Qualities expected Number of accounts 
Sub-nodes: Case A1 Case A2 Case A3 TOTAL 
appropriate body language 5 4 3 12 
ask/answer questions 4 2 2 8 
 
 
extract from Microsoft Word document 
Branch-node: 
Qualities expected 
Word or Sentence from Interview Transcripts 
 
Sub-nodes Case A1 Case A2 Case A3 
appropriate body language Body language, turn to face questioner  
Body language  relaxed, non threatening 
Face the person talking e.g. adopt right 
posture  
Leaning forward 
Nod 
Body language  
Body language 
Open arms aren’t folded  
Nodding of the head 
Just facial   
Greet people with a smile  
Just facial I think  
 
ask/answer questions Asking questions, clarify   
Use questions to indicate understanding 
Ability to file questions logically for the 
appropriate time ‘mental note taking’ 
Follow up any questions that need 
clarification  
Ask questions 
Appropriate responses to 
questions indicates their listening 
If appropriate ask questions 
Ask questions 
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APPENDIX 3.8. INTER-ORGANISATION COMPARISON 
Sub-node: symmetrical opportunities for communication violated 
 
extract from Microsoft excel documents 
 Symmetrical opportunities for communication violated 
 Organisation A Organisation B 
Managers 3 5 
 
 
extract from Microsoft Word documents 
 Word or Sentences from Interview Transcripts 
 Organisation A Organisation B 
Managers the way I see this one and the way 
I feel about this one, this one is 
sort of an exchange of 
information and sometimes 
manoeuvring, a little bit of 
political manoeuvring because of 
the audience that ends up coming 
to it.  Even when the councillor 
comes to it, Councillor 
[name]anyway, the councillor that 
generally comes to it.  He's very 
sympathetic to the way [name of 
organisation] approaches things 
Very rarely do we get into a 
conflict situation.  probably only 
[Chair] would have made a 
comment.  But yeah, no, it wasn't 
an all in sort of discussion as a 
result of my briefing. 
For example, we may give them a preview of some pricing changes that are coming up in the 
market place and obviously commercially that's extremely sensitive information but we want them 
to be aware because of the impact it may have on their constituents. 
 
part of it, and we declare upfront what is commercially sensitive in the discussions, so that they 
know not to share it  
 
Not unless we give express approval, and the reason for that happening is that we are quite 
comfortable about sharing commercially sensitive information in order to facilitate the discussion, 
so that people understand the data or the correct information that is helpful for that discussion, but 
we aren't 
 
so the question of listening per se.., it's not really what I was living for  
 
No, I don't think anybody spoke.  There was no oral - - while I presented nobody spoke. 
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APPENDIX 3.9. CROSS-COHORT COMPARISON 
Stakeholder expectations compared to Managers’ understanding of Stakeholder 
expectations 
 
extract from Microsoft excel 
Branch-node: 
Qualities expected 
Number of accounts 
  All Stakeholders  All Managers 
 # Sub-nodes org A org B TOTAL  org A org B TOTAL 
*15 is knowledgeable 5 6 11  3 6 9 
 
extract from MS word document 
Branch-node: 
Qualities expected 
 Words or Sentences from Interview Transcripts 
 All stakeholders All managers 
sub-node: 
is knowledgeable 
Have knowledge of subject  
 
Intelligence  
 
Educational skills interactive 
and interesting profile or 
program  
 
Having as much information at 
your hand is good  
 
But again that person must 
have the knowledge 
 
Baseline knowledge to enable 
them to understand what you 
are telling them  
 
Average IQ or above  
 
Knowledge of core business  
 
Do background research to 
understand who is speaking, 
and their limitations  
 
Knowledge of subjects  
 
And knowledge 
They would have expected me to be a subject 
matter expert.  I guess  they expected some 
degree of competence or a knowledge of the 
subject matter 
 
They wanted to know where the [name of 
product] were that we were pulling out, which 
I hadn't been able to them before 
 
To have input into areas that I have had 
experience in and somewhat respected by the 
group to comment on 
 
What was said, if they weren’t totally sure of 
what was said, they looked at me, because of 
my title   
 
Because they know me, I have been described 
as too honest and people pick up on that 
quickly, locals look to me for confirmation of 
what’s going on  
 
Relevant factual information 
 
And the knowledge to do so 
 
I would say was it would be more along the 
lines of what issues, concerns, changes are 
happening within my business that I'm 
representing, could have on the community so 
the other site businesses 
 
They needed for me to be informed. I needed 
to be informed what I was talking about so 
otherwise I'm not -- what's the use of me 
being there.  If I'm not up to that sort of speed
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APPENDIX 3.10. INTERIM CASE OUTLINE 
A. Case Context 
• Geography, setting of case 
• Number & demographic details of stakeholders & managers interviewed 
• Each participants  length of time involved in committee meetings 
• Each participants  description of purpose &  knowledge of committee objectives  
• Each participants description of their role within committee 
• Information or briefing given to participant prior to joining committee and/or this meeting. 
 
 
B. Expectations  
SQ.1.1. Attributes (attitudes, skills, behaviours) stakeholders expect from (name of org) if the organisation listens 
effectively during committee meeting. 
 
SQ.1.2. Qualities stakeholders expect from (name of organisation) if the organisation listens effectively during 
committee meeting. 
 
SQ1.3 .Attributes (attitudes, skills, behaviours) managers understand stakeholders expect. 
 
SQ1.4. Qualities that managers’ understand stakeholders expect.  
 
• Code in NVivo tree & branch-nodes.  Create new categories for data that emerges but does not 
correspond to current tree & branch-nodes. 
 
• Transfer data to Listening Competency MS excel & word documents  
 
• Review new categories and create free-nodes for attributes &/or qualities that emerge in data 
but do not correspond to current QEL categories. 
 
 
C. Perceptions  
S.Q.2.1. Conditions stakeholders perceive that indicate the organisation listens effectively during committee meeting.  
 
SQ.2.2. Conditions stakeholders perceive that indicate organisation did not listen effectively during committee meeting. 
 
SQ.2.3. Conditions managers self-report that indicate organisation listens effectively during committee meeting. 
 
SQ.2.4. Conditions managers’ self-report that indicate organisation did not listen effectively during committee meeting. 
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Appendix 3.10. Interim Case Outline (continued) 
 
Perceptions Analysis 1: Listening Competency 
 
• Code in NVivo tree & branch-nodes.  Create new categories for data that emerges but does not 
correspond to current tree & branch-nodes. 
 
• Transfer data to MS excel & word documents  
 
• Review new categories and create free-nodes for attributes &/or qualities that emerge in data 
but do not correspond to current QEL categories. 
 
Perceptions Analysis 2: Participatory Communication 
 
• Code in NVivo tree & branch-nodes.  Create new categories for data that emerges but does not 
correspond to current tree & branch-nodes. 
 
• Transfer coded data to Participatory communication MS excel & word documents  
 
• Review new categories and create free-nodes for criteria that emerge in data but do not 
correspond to current Validity Claims or Speech conditions criteria  
 
•  
D.  Were Expectations Met? 
SQ.3.1. Do stakeholders think that (name of org) met the level of listening he/she was led to expect?   
 
S.Q.3.2. At the recent meeting, do managers’ think they met the level of listening stakeholders’ expected?  
 
E. Basis of Expectations  - Service Quality 
SQ.3.3. What influenced stakeholder expectations of (name of org) as an effective listening organisation? How did 
stakeholders find these things out?  
 
SQ.3.4. What do managers’ think influenced stakeholder expectations? How do managers think stakeholders found 
this out? 
 
• Code in NVivo tree & branch-nodes.   
 
F. Causal Network 
• List variables at this site, considered to affect outcomes. 
• Discussion of variables. Link to conceptual/empirical work that seems relevant. 
• Notes on methodology.  
• Problems encountered. 
• Suggestions for next summary 
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APPENDIX 4.1. (QCL TAXONOMY) 
open minded 
attentive 
is willing to listen 
understands/comprehends 
establishes eye contact 
responds appropriately 
care 
is interested 
is approachable 
uses body language appropriately 
supportive, empathy 
is patient 
hears well 
is optimistic 
is knowledgeable 
possesses a good memory 
is responsible 
is organised 
is respectful 
is unselfish 
receptive 
objective 
ask/answer questions 
take action 
address all issues 
appropriate corporate culture 
willing to change 
*appropriate organisation procedures 
appropriate staff involved 
trust 
time 
prioritise issues 
not sure 
run meeting appropriately 
not make any decisions 
inclusive 
honesty 
stakeholder listens 
 
 
*Sub-divisions of ‘appropriate organisation procedures’  
 sub-divisions  descriptive words and sentences  from interview transcripts 
appropriate written procedures  comprehensive minutes, pre-meeting briefing documents 
appropriate social procedures  introductions, name tags, informal & formal social interaction 
appropriate venue & set-up configuration of room, venue accessibility, time of meeting 
appropriate general procedures  variety of communication channels, regular contact with 
stakeholders 
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APPENDIX 4.2. QUALITIES ASSOCIATED WITH THE NON-
COMPETENT LISTENING ORGANISATION  
NOT open minded 
NOT attentive 
NOT willing to listen 
NOT understands/comprehends 
NOT establishes eye contact 
NOT responds appropriately 
NOT care 
NOT interested 
NOT approachable 
NOT use body language appropriately 
NOT supportive, empathy 
NOT patient 
NOT hear well 
NOT optimistic 
NOT knowledgeable 
NOT possess a good memory 
NOT responsible 
NOT organised 
NOT respect 
NOT unselfish 
NOT receptive 
NOT objective 
NOT ask/answer questions 
NOT take action 
NOT address all issues 
NOT appropriate corporate culture 
NOT willing to change 
*NOT appropriate organisation procedures 
NOT appropriate staff involved 
NOT trust 
NOT time 
NOT prioritise issues 
NOT  sure 
NOT run meeting appropriately 
NOT make any decisions 
NOT inclusive 
NOT honest 
NOT stakeholder listens 
 
*Sub-divisions of ‘NOT appropriate organisation procedures’ 
 Sub-divisions  descriptive words and sentences  from interview transcripts 
NOT appropriate written procedures  inaccurate minutes, lack of pre-meeting briefing documents 
NOT appropriate social procedures  no introductions, no name tags,  
NOT appropriate venue & set-up venue inaccessible, crowded, noisy 
NOT appropriate general procedures  poor internal communication structures, meeting not run 
appropriately by Chair person 
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APPENDIX 5.1. ORGANISATION A. PARTICIPATORY COMMUNICATION SUMMARY OF RESULTS 
Validity claims met Challenge to validity claims 
Criteria  Stakeholders Managers Criteria Stakeholders Managers 
Knowledge/Truth  honesty 
relationship  
knowledgeable 
direct answers to questions 
honesty 
relationship 
community audit 
meeting minutes 
empathy 
Challenge to 
Knowledge 
no significant issues raised 
lack of local community 
representatives 
no significant issues raised  
lack of local community 
representatives  
Appropriate venue selection & set-up 
sponsorship 
appropriate social procedures 
appropriate written procedures 
• meeting minutes 
• professional, organised 
venue selection& set up 
sponsorship 
appropriate social procedures  
appropriate written procedures 
• guidelines & protocols 
Challenge to 
Appropriate 
name tags & introductions 
venue & set-up 
meeting ran overtime 
name tags & introductions 
venue & set-up 
meeting ran overtime 
Sincerity appropriate general procedures 
• resources, time 
appropriate written procedures 
• interim-reports 
• honesty, transparency  
• structure to meetings 
appropriate social procedures 
take action 
respect 
trust 
appropriate general procedures 
• resources, time 
appropriate written procedures 
• interim-reports  
• honesty, transparency 
• structure to meetings 
appropriate social procedures 
take action 
respect 
trust 
Challenge to 
Sincerity 
scepticism scepticism 
Comprehension balance b/ween technical & lay-
terms 
communication sources 
• calendar 
• emails, letters 
• local newspaper  
• website 
• advertisements 
• letterbox drops 
appropriate written procedures 
• background briefing 
documents  
• meeting minutes 
• guidelines & protocols 
appropriate social procedures 
balance b/ween technical & lay-
terms 
communication sources 
• calendar 
• emails, letters 
• local newspaper  
• website 
• advertisements 
• letterbox drops 
appropriate written procedures 
• background briefing 
documents  
• meeting minutes 
• guidelines & protocols 
appropriate social procedures 
Challenge to 
Comprehension 
website website 
brochures 
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Appendix 5.1. Organisation A. Participatory Communication Summary of Results (continued) 
 
Speech conditions met Speech conditions violated 
Criteria  Stakeholders Managers Criteria Stakeholders Managers 
Symmetrical opportunities 
for communication 
encourage questions 
appropriate social 
procedures  
relationship 
lively interaction 
respect 
two-way dialogue 
inclusive  
outspoken stakeholders 
encourage questions 
appropriate social 
procedures 
relationship 
lively interaction 
Independent Monitoring 
Committee 
welcome feedback 
Symmetrical opportunities for 
communication violated 
managers talk more 
than listen 
lack of lively interaction 
lack of community representatives 
Free to raise any 
proposition 
agenda items 
opportunity to raise any 
issue 
agenda items 
opportunity to raise any 
issue 
Free to raise any proposition 
violated 
0 0 
Full & equal treatment of 
propositions 
response to questions 
take action  
appropriate written 
procedures 
• interim-reports 
tried to answer questions 
fully 
clarify  
questions answered fully  
take action 
appropriate written 
procedures  
• interim-reports 
equal power distribution 
Full & equal treatment of 
propositions violated 
not take action 
questions not 
satisfactorily answered  
issue not treated to satisfaction of 
stakeholders 
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APPENDIX 6.1. ORGANISATION B. PARTICIPATORY COMMUNICATION SUMMARY 
Validity claims met Challenge to validity claims 
Criteria  Stakeholders Managers Criteria Stakeholders Managers 
Knowledge  managers are knowledgeable  
professional relationship 
 
issues management forum 
 
acknowledge they lack 
knowledge of members but 
willing to offer the following 
assumptions: 
• some stakeholders are 
political 
• stakeholders argue amongst 
themselves 
 
Challenge to 
Knowledge 
NOT appropriate written procedures 
• managers lack knowledge of 
committee membership 
• managers lack knowledge of 
stakeholder issues 
“call us customer not consumer” 
 
‘commercial in confidence’ prevents 
stakeholder feedback to their 
constituents 
No long-term relationship b/ween 
managers and stakeholders 
NOT appropriate written procedures 
• no formal guidelines  
• no formal feedback process 
• no knowledge of committee 
membership  
• no knowledge of stakeholder  
issues 
Appropriate • venue selection & set-up  
• appropriate social 
procedures 
• catering  
• individual behaviour 
• managers who stay for 
socialisation in breaks 
 
venue selection& set up 
appropriate social procedures 
• catering  
• dinner night before 
appropriate general procedures 
• speaking, not listening  
• managers reinforce key 
messages 
• dress attire- tie, suit 
 
Challenge to 
Appropriate 
NOT appropriate venue & set-up 
NOT appropriate written procedures 
• no pre-briefing material 
• no interim reporting 
NOT appropriate general procedures 
• decisions on issues made before 
committee meeting 
• managers give corporate line 
 
NOT appropriate social procedures 
• power imbalance 
• information- deliverers 
venue & set-up 
NOT appropriate written procedures 
• no pre-briefing material 
NOT appropriate general procedures 
• issues too broad 
• constituents too varied 
• structure of committee  
NOT appropriate social procedures 
• no introductions 
• no name tags 
Sincerity answer questions  
decision-makers at meetings 
CRM & individuals are sincere 
level of information delivered 
appropriate social procedures 
• catering  
• socialisation in breaks 
venue selection & set-up 
 
answer questions 
seniority of staff presenting 
body language 
appropriate corporate culture 
• allocation of resources by 
company 
• “as individuals we care, as 
an organisation we have 
trouble proving it” 
appropriate written procedures 
• agenda 
Challenge to 
Sincerity 
lack of action 
NOT appropriate written resources 
• no interim reporting 
NOT appropriate general procedures 
• decisions on issues before 
committee meeting 
 
NOT appropriate corporate culture  
• corporate culture not sincere 
• reduction in resources 
stakeholders treat meeting as a 
complaints forum 
 
stakeholders focus on conflict not 
solutions 
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Appendix 6.1. (continued) Organisation B Participatory Communication Summary 
 
Validity claims met Challenge to validity claims 
Criteria  Stakeholders Managers Criteria Stakeholders Managers 
Comprehension level of information  
relationship 
realistic regarding limitations 
priorities of company is to 
shareholders 
half-day workshop 
Minutes distributed quicker  
stakeholders understand our 
limitations and our priorities 
 
Challenge to 
Comprehension 
lack of pre –briefing material 
diversity of knowledge within 
stakeholder group 
no induction kit 
minutes do not accurately reflect 
issues raised 
delay in minutes distribution 
lack of knowledge of ‘Committee 
Agreement’ 
lack of knowledge of ‘Consumer 
Presentations Guidelines’ 
website 
structure of council 
diversity of stakeholder groups 
lack of pre-briefing material 
lack of knowledge of ‘Committee 
Agreement’ 
 
lack of knowledge of ‘Consumer 
Presentations Guidelines’ 
 
No formal process for preparation 
for meeting 
 
Speech conditions met Speech conditions violated 
Criteria  Stakeholders Managers Criteria Stakeholders Managers 
Symmetrical opportunities for 
communication 
encourage questions 
lively interaction 
managers want 
feedback on issues 
respect 
outspoken stakeholders 
encourage & answer 
questions 
lively interaction 
sought feedback 
Symmetrical opportunities 
for communication violated 
managers  are 
information-deliverers 
intimidation 
power imbalance 
agenda is 
organisation-oriented  
one stakeholder item 
on agenda 
managers interpret their role as 
primarily to present information, not 
to listen. 
commercial in confidence 
stakeholders cannot share 
information with constituents 
without permission  
Free to raise any proposition agenda-setting 
half-day stakeholder 
workshop prior to 
meeting 
agenda-setting 
half-day stakeholder 
workshop prior to 
meeting 
Free to raise any proposition 
violated 
0 0 
Full & equal treatment of 
propositions 
response to questions 
spoke to stakeholders in 
meal-breaks 
tried to answer questions 
clarified that questions 
were answered adequately 
follow-up with 
stakeholders in break 
meeting minutes  
 
Full & equal treatment of 
propositions violated 
parallel universe 
lack of action  
not answer questions 
corporate line 
intimidation 
arrogance 
ships passing in the night 
no knowledge of any formal 
interim-report procedure 
not answer questions 
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APPENDIX 7.1. INTER-ORGANISATION COMPARISON OF PARTICIPATORY COMMUNICATION  
Organisation A and Organisation B Summary of Validity Claims Results 
Validity Claims Organisation A  Organisation B 
 Stakeholders Managers  Stakeholders Managers  
Knowledge honesty honesty  no congruency no congruency 
 relationship relationship    
Challenge to 
knowledge 
no significant issues discussed 
 
 
no significant issues discussed 
 
 
 managers lack knowledge re: 
• stakeholders in attendance 
• stakeholder issues 
managers lack knowledge re: 
• stakeholders in attendance 
• stakeholder issues 
 no conflict no conflict  no relationship no relationship 
 lack community representation lack community representation  commercial-in-confidence commercial-in-confidence 
Appropriate venue & set-up venue & set-up  venue & set-up venue & set-up 
 sponsorship sponsorship  catering catering 
 social procedures social procedures    
 meeting structure meeting structure    
 • minutes • minutes    
 • professional • professional    
 • organised • organised    
Challenge to 
appropriate 
venue & set-up 
 
venue & set-up 
 
 venue & set-up 
 
venue & set-up 
 
 meeting ran over-time meeting ran over-time  no background briefing documents no background briefing documents 
 lack of name tags & introductions lack of name tags & introductions    
Sincerity resources, time resources, time  answer questions answer questions 
 meeting structure meeting structure  seniority of staff attending  seniority of staff attending  
 written procedures written procedures  CRM is sincere CRM is sincere 
 • minute taking • minute taking  individual staff are sincere individual staff are sincere 
 • interim-reports • interim-reports    
 social procedures social procedures    
 • respect • respect    
 take action take action    
 honest honest    
 open, transparent open, transparent    
 trust trust    
Challenge to 
sincerity 
sceptical sceptical  no congruency no congruency 
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Appendix 7.1. Inter-organisation Comparison of Participatory Communication (continued) 
Organisation A and Organisation B Summary of Validity Claims Results (continued) 
Validity Claims Organisation A  Organisation B 
 Stakeholders Managers  Stakeholders Managers 
Comprehension relationship relationship  relationship  
 balance b/ween technical & lay  balance b/ween technical & lay   stakeholders understand manager   stakeholders understand  
 & lay terms terms  limitations manager limitations 
 written procedures written procedures    
 • background briefing documents • background briefing documents    
 • guidelines & protocols • guidelines & protocols    
 • previous meeting minutes • previous meeting minutes    
 • emails, letters • emails, letters    
 • local newspaper • local newspaper    
 • advertisements • advertisements    
 • letter box drops • letter box drops    
 • calendar • calendar    
Challenge to  website website  structure of committee structure of committee  
comprehension    diversity of stakeholder group diversity of stakeholder group 
    no written procedures no written procedures 
    • no background briefing documents  • no background briefing 
documents  
    • lack understanding re guidelines & 
protocols 
• lack understanding re 
guidelines & protocols 
    • lack formal procedures for meeting 
preparation 
• lack formal procedures for 
meeting preparation 
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Appendix 7.1. Inter-organisation Comparison of Participatory Communication (continued) 
Organisation A and Organisation B Summary of Speech Conditions Results 
 Speech Conditions Organisation A  Organisation B 
 Stakeholders Managers  Stakeholders Managers  
encourage questions encourage questions  encourage questions encourage questions 
lively interaction lively interaction  lively interaction lively interaction 
social procedures social procedures   
Symmetrical  opportunities for 
communication 
equal distribution of agenda 
items equal distribution agenda of items 
 
  
no lively interaction no lively interaction  managers interpret their  managers interpret their  
managers talk not listen  managers talk not listen  role as information-deliverer role as information-deliverer 
  ‘commercial-in-confidence’ ‘commercial-in-confidence’ 
  prevents stakeholders  prevents stakeholders gaining  
  gaining community feedback community feedback 
Symmetrical  opportunities for 
communication violated 
   organisation-oriented agenda organisation-oriented agenda 
propose agenda items propose agenda items  propose agenda items propose agenda items 
opportunity to raise any  opportunity to raise any   half-day workshop for  half-day workshop for stakeholders  
issue issue  stakeholders to prepare issues to prepare issues 
Free to raise any  proposition 
relationship relationship  managers sought feedback managers sought feedback 
Free to raise any proposition 
violated 
no violations no violations  no violations no violations 
ask/answer questions ask/answer questions  ask/answer questions ask/answer questions 
 
Full and equal treatment of issues 
raised written procedures 
• interim-reports 
take action 
written procedures 
• interim-reports 
take action 
 
social procedures 
• informal conversations during 
meal breaks 
social procedures 
• informal conversation during meal 
breaks 
Full & equal treatment  of 
propositions violated 
one issue not treated to 
satisfaction of a stakeholder
one issue not treated to  
satisfaction of a stakeholder 
 parallel universe 
not answer questions 
no interim-reports 
ships passing in the night 
not answer questions 
no interim-reports 
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APPENDIX 7.2. CROSS-COHORT COMPARISON OF PARTICIPATORY COMMUNICATION 
Summary of Stakeholder and Manager Validity Claims Responses 
Validity claims met Challenge to validity claims 
Criteria  Stakeholders Managers Criteria Stakeholders Managers 
Knowledge  honesty 
relationship  
knowledgeable 
direct & honest answers to 
questions 
open to questions 
objective 
regular presenters 
professional 
honesty 
relationship 
community audit 
meeting minutes 
empathy 
issues management forum 
 
acknowledge they lack 
knowledge of members but 
willing to offer the following 
assumptions: 
• some stakeholders are 
political 
• stakeholders argue amongst 
themselves 
Challenge to 
knowledge 
no significant issues raised 
lack of local community representatives 
 
NOT appropriate written procedures 
• managers lack knowledge of 
committee membership 
• managers lack knowledge of 
stakeholder issues 
“call us customer not consumer” 
 
‘commercial in confidence’ therefore 
stakeholders cannot feedback to their 
constituents 
no significant issues raised  
lack of local community 
representatives  
 
NOT appropriate written procedures 
• no formal guidelines  
• no formal feedback process 
• no knowledge of committee 
membership  
no knowledge of stakeholder issues 
Appropriate venue selection & set-up 
sponsorship 
appropriate social procedures 
• informal & formal chats 
• staff interspersed in group 
• managers with social skills 
• receptive to discussion 
appropriate written procedures 
• meeting minutes 
• professional, organised 
senior people/decision makers  
interested 
meeting run appropriately 
open to questions 
venue selection& set up 
sponsorship 
appropriate written procedures 
• guidelines & protocols  
appropriate social procedures 
• catering  
• dinner night before 
appropriate general procedures 
• speaking, not listening,  
event  
• managers reinforce key 
messages 
• dress attire- tie, suit 
 
Challenge to 
appropriate 
NOT appropriate venue & set-up 
NOT appropriate written procedures 
• no pre-briefing material 
• no interim reporting 
NOT appropriate general procedures 
• decisions on issues made before 
committee meeting 
• managers give corporate line 
 
NOT appropriate social procedures 
• power imbalance 
• information-deliverers 
• no name-tags 
• no introductions 
NOT appropriate venue & set-up 
NOT appropriate written procedures 
• no pre-briefing material 
NOT appropriate general procedures 
• issues too broad 
• constituents too varied 
• structure of committee  
NOT appropriate social procedures 
• no introductions 
• no name-tags 
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Appendix 7.2. Cross-cohort Comparison of Participatory Communication (continued) 
Summary of Stakeholder and Manager Validity Claims Responses 
Validity Claims Met Challenge to Validity Claims 
Criteria  Stakeholders Managers Criteria Stakeholders Managers 
Sincerity appropriate general procedures 
• resources, time 
• regular meetings 
• pro-active organisation 
• appropriate written 
procedures 
• interim-reports 
• honesty, transparency  
• structure to meetings 
• response to requests 
appropriate social procedures 
• welcome 
take action 
respect 
trust 
appropriate level of complex 
information 
hire staff who are committed 
senior managers attend meeting 
appropriate general procedures 
• resources, time 
appropriate written procedures 
• interim-reports  
• honesty, transparency 
• structure to meetings 
• agenda 
appropriate social procedures 
take action 
respect 
trust 
answer questions 
seniority of staff presenting 
appropriate body language 
appropriate corporate culture 
• allocation of resources by 
company 
“as individuals we care, as an 
organisation we have trouble 
proving it” 
Challenge to 
sincerity 
scepticism 
lack of action 
NOT appropriate written resources 
• no interim reporting 
NOT appropriate general procedures 
• decisions on issues before 
committee meeting 
NOT appropriate corporate culture  
• individuals sincere, corporate 
culture not 
• reduction in resources 
scepticism 
Comprehension balance b/ween technical & lay-
terms 
communication sources 
• calendar 
• emails, letters 
• local newspaper  
• website 
• advertisements 
• letterbox drops 
appropriate written procedures 
• background briefing 
documents  
• meeting minutes 
• guidelines & protocols 
appropriate social procedures 
staff clarify responses are 
understood by stakeholders 
balance b/ween technical & lay-
terms 
communication sources 
• calendar 
• emails, letters 
• local newspaper  
• website 
• advertisements 
• letterbox drops 
appropriate written procedures 
• background briefing 
documents  
• meeting minutes 
• guidelines & protocols 
appropriate social procedures 
stakeholders understand our 
limitations and our priorities 
Challenge to 
comprehension 
website 
lack of pre –briefing material 
diversity of knowledge within 
stakeholder group 
no induction kit 
minutes do not accurately reflect issues 
raised 
delay in minutes distribution 
lack of knowledge of ‘Committee 
Agreement’ 
lack of knowledge of ‘Consumer 
Presentations Guidelines’ 
website 
website 
brochures 
structure of council 
diversity of stakeholder groups 
lack of pre-briefing material 
lack of knowledge of ‘Committee 
Agreement’ 
 
lack of knowledge of ‘Consumer 
Presentations Guidelines’ 
 
No formal process for preparation 
for meeting 
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Appendix 7.2. Cross-case Comparison of Participatory Communication (continued) 
Stakeholder & Manager Summary of Speech Conditions  
Speech conditions met Speech conditions violated 
Criteria  Stakeholders Managers Criteria Stakeholders Managers 
Symmetrical opportunities for 
communication 
encourage questions 
appropriate social procedures  
• seating arrangements 
• staff receptive 
relationship 
lively interaction 
respect 
two-way dialogue 
inclusive  
outspoken stakeholders 
organisation–stakeholder 
agenda items equal 
encourage questions 
appropriate social 
procedures 
relationship 
lively interaction 
Independent Monitoring 
Committee 
welcome feedback 
sought feedback 
symmetrical  
opportunities for  
communication violated 
managers talk more than 
listen 
not interested  
conflict suppressed/ lack of 
conflict 
avoid answering questions 
managers  are information-
deliverers 
 
intimidation 
power imbalance 
agenda is company-
oriented 
lack of lively interaction 
lack of community 
representatives 
managers interpret their role 
as primarily to present 
information, not to listen 
 
commercial –in-confidence 
prevents stakeholders sharing 
information with constituents 
Free to raise any proposition agenda items 
opportunity to raise any issue 
agenda items 
opportunity to raise any 
issue 
Free to raise any proposition 
violated 
0 0 
Full & equal treatment of 
propositions 
response to questions 
take action  
appropriate written procedures 
• interim-reports 
• responsive system 
relationship 
staff approach stakeholders at 
informal & formal times 
tried to answer questions 
fully 
clarify  
take action 
appropriate written 
procedures  
• interim-reports 
equal power distribution 
follow-up with 
stakeholders in break 
meeting minutes  
 
Full & equal treatment of 
propositions violated 
not take action 
lack of openness & 
transparency 
 
managers deft at avoiding 
answering questions 
 
unable or unwilling to meet 
stakeholder needs 
 
corporate line  
interim reports do not 
address all issues. 
 
parallel universe. both 
parties refuse to 
acknowledge legitimacy of 
the other’s views 
intimidation 
arrogance 
issue not treated to 
satisfaction of stakeholders 
 
ships passing in the night 
 
no knowledge of any formal 
interim-report procedure 
 
not answer questions 
 
 
Judy Burnside-Lawry   363 
APPENDIX 8.1. BURNSIDE ORGANISATION LISTENING 
COMPETENCY QUESTIONNAIRE 
Manager Protocol 
Context 
Length of involvement in [name of committee] 
What do you know of [name of committee]  
Who asked you to participate? 
What do you understand your role to be in [name of committee]? 
 
Have you been given any written instructions or guidelines as to how you are to conduct your 
segment of the [name of committee]? 
 Expectations 
1 What listening attitudes, skills and/or behaviours do you think an effective listener must 
have? ( use additional paper if necessary)   
this question to be answered by person writing a list 
2 What listening attitudes, skills and/or behaviours do you think stakeholders expect from 
staff of an  effective ‘listening organisation’  during a  consultation?  
this question to be answered by person writing a list 
3 What listening attitudes, skills and/or behaviours do you think stakeholders expected 
from you during the recent [name of committee] meeting? 
4. What information regarding [name of organisation] commitment and ability to listen to 
stakeholders did the stakeholders have prior to [name of committee] meeting?      
 
       How do you think they would have found this out? 
 
Would the stakeholders have received or seen any printed material or documents 
produced by [name of organisation] influencing their expectations of you as an effective 
listener with stakeholders? 
 
Would the stakeholders have had any previous experience with [name of organisation] 
that may have  
influenced their expectations of you as an effective listener with stakeholders? 
 Perceptions 
5 Can you list the listening attitudes, skills or behaviours that you possessed during the 
[name of committee] meeting and rate how often you demonstrated each on the scale 
provided?    
Give participant copy of attachment Q.5, discuss using the lists they have provided in 
Q1&Q2 as a guide 
6 How would you describe the level of conflict between [name of organisation]and 
stakeholders on issues discussed in the consultation? 
 
 v. high           high                        med                     low                   v. low 
Mark on Attachment Q.6. 
7 How do you rate yourself as a listener during the recent [name of committee] meeting? 
 
Why have you given yourself this rating 
8 At the recent meeting, do you think you met the level of stakeholder listening that 
stakeholders were led to expect? 
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9 What do you think may have had an influence on stakeholder expectations? 
Show participant Attachment Q.9. list of external communications 
10 Do you feel the organisation was knowledgeable about the opportunities or threats 
and/or local conditions? 
11 Do you feel you behaved in a manner that is appropriate given the organisation’s legal 
mandate and responsibilities? 
12 Do you feel you/ the organisation were sincere in its attempts to address stakeholder 
concerns and/or solve local problems? 
13 Do you feel stakeholders understand the organisation’s position and the issues involved? 
Do you feel you understand stakeholders’ positions and the issues involved? 
Do you feel stakeholders understood what you were trying to tell them?  
Do you feel you understand what stakeholders were trying to tell you? 
14 Did you feel stakeholders were given equal opportunities to challenge organisational 
policy 
 
15 Do you think stakeholders were free to raise any proposal or idea they wished for 
discussion? 
 
16 Do you feel you treated all positions and/or viewpoints fully and to participants 
satisfaction 
 
17 Do you have a position description? 
 
Does your Position Description mention an ability to effectively listen to stakeholders as 
a requirement?  If so describe     
18 Can you think of any performance standards that include the ability to listen effectively to 
stakeholders 
       and what this means?  If so describe 
19 Have you had a performance review at [name of organisation] that has included mention 
of your ability to listen to stakeholders?  If so describe. 
20 Have you received any training in listening during your employment at [name of 
organisation]? 
21 How would you describe your relationship with these stakeholders in general? 
22 How would you describe your relationship with  these stakeholders regarding this issue/ 
with these particular representatives of  stakeholder organisations? 
23 Will you receive any feedback or follow up from your presentation today? 
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Appendix 8.1. Burnside Organisation Listening Competency 
Questionnaire – Stakeholder Protocol 
 
Context 
Length of involvement in  [name of committee ] 
What do you know of  this [name of committee] 
Who asked you to participate?  
What do you understand your role to be in the [name of committee]? 
Have you been given any written instructions or guidelines as to how you are to conduct your segment 
of  the[name of committee]? 
 Expectations 
1 What listening attitudes, skills and/or behaviours do you think an effective listener must have? Use 
additional paper if necessary 
this question to be answered by person writing a list 
2 What listening attitudes, skills and/or behaviours do you think an effective listening organisation 
must have when communicating with stakeholders? 
this question to be answered by the person writing a list 
3 Did you expect staff from [name of organisation] to possess these skills and abilities during the 
committee meeting? 
4 What did you know about [name of organisation] prior to the consultation that influenced your 
expectation of them as effective listeners?     
 
How did you find these things out?  
 
Had you received or seen any printed material or documents that influenced your expectation of 
them as effective listeners with their stakeholders? 
 
Tell me about any experience you may have had in  previous communication with them that may 
have influenced your expectation of them as effective listeners during the meeting 
 Perceptions 
5 How would you describe the level of conflict between [name of organisation] and you on issues 
discussed during the committee meeting? 
. high                         high                        med                     low                   v. low 
mark on Attachment Q.5. 
6 Can you list the listening attitudes and skills that [name of organisation] staff possessed during 
your committee meeting and rate how often each occurred on the scale provided?    
Give participant copy of attachment Q.6. discuss using the lists they have provided in Q1&Q2 as a guide 
7 How do you rate [name of organisation] staff as listeners? 
 
     v. eff                                  eff                      av                           ineff                       v. 
ineffective 
mark on Attachment Q.7.  
 
Why have you given them this rating? 
8 At the recent meeting, do you think that [name of organisation] met the level of stakeholder 
listening that you were led to expect? 
9 What do you think may have influenced your expectations of [name of organisation]   
Show participant Attachment .Q.9, list of external communications as discussion points 
10 Do you feel the organisation was knowledgeable about the opportunities or threats and/or local 
conditions? 
11 Do you feel you behaved in a manner that is appropriate given the organisation’s legal mandate 
and responsibilities? 
12 Do you feel you/ the organisation were sincere in its attempts to address stakeholder concerns 
and/or solve local problems? 
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13 Do you feel stakeholders understand the organisation’s position and the issues involved? 
Do you feel you understand stakeholders’ positions and the issues involved? 
Do you feel stakeholders understood what you were trying to tell them?  
Do you feel you understand what stakeholders were trying to tell you? 
14 Did you feel stakeholders were given equal opportunities to challenge organisational policy 
 
15 Do you think stakeholders were free to raise any proposal or idea they wished for discussion? 
 
16 Do you feel you treated all positions and/or viewpoints fully and to participants satisfaction 
 
17 Tell me about your relationship with [name of organisation] in general 
18 Tell me about your relationship with [name of organisation] regarding this issue/ with these 
particular representatives of [name of organisation] 
19 If you had a question or issue who would you contact at [name of organisation]? 
 
